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INTRODUCTION

Since 1995, the North Pacific Fishery Management Councils (NPFMC) Groundfish Plan Teams have
prepared a separate Ecosystem Considerations section to the annual SAFE report. The intent of the
Ecosystems Considerations section is to provide the Council with information about the effects of fishing
from aecosystems perspective, and the effects of environmental changeonfishstocks. Theeffectsof fishing
on ecosystems have not been incorporated into most stock assessments, in part dueto datalimitations. Most
single species models cannot directly incorporate the breadth and complexity of much of this information.
ABC recommendations may or may not reflect discussion regarding ecosystem considerations. This
informationisuseful for effective fishery management and maintai ning sustai nability of marine ecosystems.
The Ecosystems Considerations chapter attempts to bridge this gap by identifying specific ecosystem
concerns that should be considered by fishery managers, particularly during the annual process of setting
catch limits on groundfish.

Each new Ecosystem Considerationsreport providesupdatesand new information to supplement theoriginal
report. Theoriginal 1995 report presented acompendium of general information onthe Bering Sea, Aleutian
Island, and Gulf of Alaska ecosystems aswell asageneral discussion of ecosystem management. The 1996
Ecosystems Considerations report provided additional information on biological features of the North
Pacific, and highlighted the effects of bycatch and discards on the ecosystem. The 1997 Ecosystems
Considerationsreport provided areview of ecosystem-based management literature and ongoing ecosystem
research, and provided supplemental information on seabirds and marine mammals. The 1998 edition
provided information on the precautionary approach, essential fish habitat, an overview of the effects of
fishing gear on habitat, el Nino, collection of local knowledge, and other ecosystem information. If youwish
to obtain acopy of aprevious Ecosystem Consideration Chapter, please contact the Council office(907) 271-
2809.

ECOSYSTEM CONSIDERATIONS

What arethe Plan Team's Specific Ecosystem Concer ns?

Asin previous years, there are anumber of specific ecosystem concernsthat the Council and NMFS should

consider in the process of setting next year’s groundfish TACs. While the Teams are not able to provide
gquantitative recommendations, these concerns suggest serious consideration of more conservative
management choices wherever those options exist. Listed below are the team’s ecosystem concerns for 1999;
the list is not prioritized.

1. Fishery Effectson SpeciesComposition-- Large differences exist in the harvest rates of groundfish
species off Alaska--some groundfish (such as pollock, cod, sablefish, and rockfish) are harvested at
or close to their |, levels, whereas other species (such as flatfish) are harvested at substantially
lower levels. Flatfishes have been exploited substantially below ABCs in both the BSAl and GOA
because the flatfish trawl fishery is constrained by bycatch limits for prohibited species (like crabs
and Pacific halibut) and a lower commercial value for flatfish. Low catches of flatfish, combined
with good recruitment, have kept their biomass high. High biomasses of predator species may have
greatimpacts on the trophodynamics of the marine ecosystem and shift the species composition. The
flatfishes are major predators of forage fish (including juvenile pollock) and benthic organisms such
as crabs and shrimp. Additionally, large flatfish may compete with marine mammals and others in
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the upper trophic levels. The Plan Team requests analysis of the long-term implications of
disproportionate harvest rates. The Team would like to review this analysisin September.

2. Impactsof Fishing Gear on Habitat and Ecosystems-- The Teamsare concerned about the effects
of fishing on seafloor habitats and trophic dynamics, and the Teams support continued research on
thisquestion. There are numerous paperson this subject publishedin theliterature, and asummary
was provided asasectioninthe 1998 Ecosystems Considerations chapter. Someresearch has shown
that bottom trawling and other gear types can alter the bottom structure, sediments, and nutrient
cycling in certain situations. Most research hasbeen done on trawl gear. Recent researchin Alaska
indicates that bottom trawling may damage a high percentage of sponges, sea whips, and corals
encountered by atrawl. A section on the use of Marine Reserves asamitigation measureisincluded
in the 1999 Ecosystem Considerations Chapter.

3. Ecosystem Change -- The 1998 draft included a section on "ecosystem change" and ongoing
research on the subject. Shifts between warm and cool eras appear to occur on a decadal or greater
(e.g., 18.6 years) frequency in the North Pacific Ocean. Such shiftsin physical conditions may also
beassociated with changesin ocean productivity, affecting plankton, nektonicfish, cephal opodsand
many other marineorganisms. Y ear classstrengthsof commercially important specieshaveal so been
related to oceanic temperature conditions. Compelling links between ocean conditions and
production can be seen in strong year classesof anumber of Bering Seafish stocks (pollock, Pacific
cod, Pacific herring) spawned at the onset of warm current regimes (1976-77) that are accompani ed
by apparent simultaneous decline of someother stocks (e.g. capelin, shrimps, and king crabs). Ocean
conditions can cause significant, rapid, and sometimes unexpected changes in ecosystem
components. To address this uncertainty about ecosystem change, the Plan Team encourages the
Council to take a precautionary approach to all fishery management policies, including the annual
TAC specifications. The new format of future ecosystem chapters should provide moreinformation
to evaluate this concern.

4, Steller Sea Lion Trends -- The Plan Teams identified several fishery concerns relevant to the
continuing decline of Steller sealionsin the BSAI and GOA. Onewas diet diversity of sealions.
Previous analysis suggests that sea lions need a variety of prey available, perhaps as a buffer to
significant changes in abundance of any single prey. As the sealion population is endangered and
continuing to decline in the Aleutian Islands, the Council should also consider sea lion concerns
when setting a TAC for Atka mackerel for the Aleutian area. The Team aso remains concerned
about intensiveremovals of prey for Steller sealions. Temporal and spatial aspects of fish removals
should be thoroughly considered in setting ABCs, managing fisheries, and recovering protected

species.

The 1994 reauthorization of the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MM PA) provided for along-term
regime for managing marine mammal takes in commercial fisheries. The cornerstone of the new
regime isthe calculation of Potential Biological Removals (PBRs) for each marine mammal stock.
A list of the PBRs for all the marine mammal stocks off Alaska has been contained in previous
ecosystem chapters. The PBRs, the level of human caused mortality, and the overall status of the
marine mammal stock are to be used to prioritize management of marine mammal/fisheries
interactions. The overall goal isto eventually reduce the levels of marine mammal incidental takes
to levels approaching zero. Current levels of marine mammal takes in the groundfish fisheries are
aready quitelow. Reduction of subsistence takes exceeding PBRswill be approached through co-
management of the resources with Alaska natives.
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What's New in Ecosystem-Based Management?

A number of workshops and symposia were held over the past year on the Bering Sea ecosystem and
ecosystem-based management. Executive summaries from these meetings are provided in this section.

Bering Sea Ecosystem Research Planning
Summary by Pat Livingston

The Bering Sea has been the focus of many research planning effortsin recent years. One of these efforts
wasascientific workshop on the Bering Seaecosystem, sponsored by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), U.S. Department of the Interior, and the Alaska Department of Fish and Gamethat
was held December 4-5, 1997 in Anchorage. The purpose of this workshop was to promote research
coordination and data sharing among organizations that study and utilize resources of the Bering Sea.
Several recommendations arose from this workshop including:

. develop and enhance aweb site to facilitate research planning and sharing of information,

. continue efforts in building a metadatabase (a database that lists types of available data and the
holders of those data) for the Bering Sea,

. identify mechanismsfor Alaskan Natives and coastal communitiesto communicate traditional and
local knowledge and to participate in research, and

. develop an integrated Bering Sea Ecosystem research plan.

A great deal of progress has been made on these recommendations since the December, 1997 workshop. An
existing web-site, developed and maintained by NOAA'’s Pacific Marine Environmental Laboratory, is
undergoing revision to serve as a primary site to enhance research planning and information sharing on the
Bering Sea. Theweb page addressis: http://www.pmel.noaa.gov/bering/. Thisweb site also containslinks
to the Bering Sea biophysical metadata base that is under construction.

The last two recommendations have been acted upon through the development of a draft Bering Sea
Ecosystem Research Plan. This Research Plan summarizes and integrates the hypotheses, key scientific
questions and approaches from past planning documents for the Bering Sea. The main thrust of the planis
two-fold. First, it seeks to investigate how human activities such as fishing, introduction of pollutants and
other materials, and coastal development impact ecosystem health, production and composition. Secondly,
it outlines the importance of understanding how climate affects individual species and productivity of the
Bering Sea. One use of the plan will beto guide future research effortsto be undertaken through the newly-
forming North Pacific Research Board.

The first draft of the Bering Sea Ecosystem Research Plan was completed in April 1998 through a
collaborative effort of scientists from NOAA, U.S. Dept. of Interior, and Alaska Department of Fish and
Game. A workshop was held June 2-3, 1998 in Anchorage to get feedback on the plan from a broader
constituency. The research plan for the Bering Sea Ecosystem was updated in September, 1998 to include
theviewpointsof university researchers, conservati on organi zations, nativegroups, fishingindustry members
and other constituents. The plan outlines the most pressing fishery management and marine ecosystem
information needs that require further research efforts. Research approaches such as monitoring, analysis
of existing data, field and lab research, and modeling are outlined in detail along with the feasibility and
study duration of various approaches. The Bering Sea Ecosystem Research Plan has been published and
distributed. It is available from NOAA'’s Bering Sea and North Pacific Ocean theme page
(http://www.pmel .noaa.gov/bering/) by linking to Interagency Exchange of Research Plans and Schedules.
The reports of the two Bering Sea Ecosystem Workshops can also be found at the same web site. This
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research plan will be presented to the North Pacific Research Board that is now being formed and awaiting
appropriation of fiscal year 1999 research funds by Congress. Although the focus has been on the Bering
Sea, additional research on the GOA ecosystem is being considered.
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National Research Council Report “Sustaining Marine Fisheries
Summary by Dave Witherell

A Committee on Ecosystem Management for Sustainable Marine Fisheries, established by the National

Research Council, recently released a report of its findings. The Committee was tasked to “assess the current
state of fisheries resources; the basis for success and failure in marine fisheries management (including the
role of science); and the implications of fishery activities to ecosystem structure and function. Each activity
[was to] be considered relative to sustaining populations of fish and other marine resources.”

A prepublication of their report, entitledSummary of the NRC Committee’s recommendations.

"Sustaining Marine Fisheries" wdgs
released on the Interndtl Adoptconservative harvest levels for single species fisheries.
(http://www.nap.edu 2 Ic;;cgi)sri%?qr:teecowstem considerations into fishery management

'readingroom/ enterZ-Cgi’?_O309055261_-htmlﬁ. Adopt a precautionary approach to deal with uncertainty.
in October 1998. The final report will Be4. Reduce excess fishing capacity and define and assign fishing rights.

available through the National Academyp. Establish marineprotegteo! areasasabuffgr for uncertainty.
press in early 1999. The report providesgt Qg/‘;dgpﬁ%ﬁfﬂirgﬁsﬁg'g#‘;ﬁ;xx’“m'“9'

review of sustainablility and ecosystemy  conduct more research on structurea;nd function of marine
based management, the status of mafine ecosystems.

fisheries worldwide, an the effects of
fishing on marine ecosystems. The Committee provided a number of recommendations and they are
summarized in the adjacent table.

Workshop on Marine Harvest Refugia for West Coast Rockfish

On September 17-19, 1997, the National Marine Fisheries Serviceheld aworkshop to evaluate marine
harvest refugia to manage, protect, and conserve rockfish populations on the west coast of North
America. Proceedings of the workshop were published as a NOAA Technical Memorandum
(NOAA-TM-NMFS-SWFSC-225) in August 1998. Copiesof theTechMemo areavailablefromthe
National Technical Information Service, 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, VA 22167. The
following are the recommendations from the workshops working groups.

Need for Rockfish Refugia There was general consensus that marine harvest refugia exemplify a
precautionary approach to the management and conservation of rockfish resources on the west coast. It was
recognized that, while there are limits to our scientific knowledge of rockfish ecology, we have sufficient
understanding of the problems associated with their management and conservation to proceed with the
process of implementing refugia. The goals and objectives of establishing harvest refugia and the problems
being addressed by this process must be clearly defined at the onset of planning. The expected level of
success and how it will be evaluated should be established prior to refugia implementation.

Key Problems in Managing Rockfish Populations and Associated Expectations to REfagize harvest

refugia are one of the few constructive ways to address protection and conservation of essential fish habitat,
and offer the opportunity for habitat to recover from disturbances including impacts from fishing gear.
Secondly, there are currently no effective management practices to deal with infrequent recruitment and its
interdecadal variability which are exhibited by rockfishes. Refugia hold promise in addressing this problem
by allowing researchers to separate environmental variables from fishery effects. Further, current rockfish
assemblage management can result in serial overfishing and overfishing on the weakest stocks. Refugia will
allow us to incorporate ecosystem principles into fisheries assemblage management. Refugia also provide
the needed baseline data for more accurate stock assessments.
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Design Considerations for Rockfish Refugia. Three different scenarios for developing rockfish harvest
refugiawere recommended based on the goals and objectives for establishing the refugia. These scenarios
range from small no-take heritage sites used for research and to protect key habitats and species to large
harvest refugia used for sustainable fisheries management. Each scenario includes different design
characteristicsand subsequent level sof protection. Thesedistinct scenariosprovidegreatly different benefits.
A coast-wide network of marine refugia could include all three levels of resource protection.

Consideration of Stakeholders. It was agreed that stakeholders need to be identified early in the process of
implementing rockfish refugia. Stakeholders clearly need to be involved in identifying the reasons for
establishing the refugia, and in conceptualizing, designing, implementing and evaluating them. A network
among all thoseinvolved intherefugiaprocess should consider interstate and international i ssuesof rockfish
resource management.

Compliance and Enforcement. Public education should reinforce compliance and lessen the need for
enforcement, but enforcement will be necessary and should be considered in the design and implementation
process. Assignment of property rights, which would encourage fishermen to take a personal interest in the
protection of therefuge, would foster compliance. V essel -tracking-systems, an attractive aid to enforcement,
need to be considered. Planning should carefully consider the range of needs and concerns, resources
available, and opportunitiesfor cooperation among local, state, and federal entitiesin promoting compliance
and carrying out enforcement.
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Workshop on Ecosystem-based M anagement in the Bering Sea

On October 6-7, 1997, the Center for Marine Conservation held a workshop on ecosystem-based
management in the Bering Sea. Copies of the Workshop proceedings are available from the Center
for Marine conservation for $12.50, including postage. Contact Linda Sinclair at (202) 429-5609.
Thefollowing isan Executive Summary of theworkshop, excerpted with permission from the Center
for Marine Conservation.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TheBering Seaisalarge, diverse, and rich marine ecosystem. Considered by scientiststo be one of the most
highly productive marine ecosystemsin the world, humans have long extracted awealth of resources, both
biological and mineral, from the Bering Sea. Indeed, Native cultures have inhabited the Bering Searegion
for more than 10,000 years. While considered by many to be a comparatively well managed ecosystem,
recent fluctuations in populations of certain species have raised concerns about the continued health of the
Bering Sea ecosystem, and the species, including humans, that depend on it.

In October 1997, the Center for Marine Conservation and Alaska Sea Grant convened a two-day
interdisciplinary workshop in Anchorage to explore issues related to ecosystem-based management in the
Bering Sea. The nearly 50 invited participants and more than 20 observersincluded scientists from Russia,
Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United States; Native Alaskans, commercial fishers; representatives
of state and federal management agencies; and conservationists.

Formal presentations were limited to afew key speakers who provided a common base of knowledge from
which all participants could start and who introduced certain concepts for specific discussions. Russian
scientists and Native Alaskans were asked to provide their unique perspectives on the Bering Seain two
panel discussions.

Thebulk of theworkshop was devoted toinformal group discussions. A professional facilitator ledtheentire
group in several mediated dial ogues, which centered on precautionary approachesto management intheface
of limited knowledge, adaptive management options, and options and recommendations for action in the
Bering Sea. At one point, workshop participants broke into three smaller groupsto explore the potential for
usi ng adaptive management techniquesto increase our knowledge of ecosystem functionsin the Bering Sea.

Althoughtheconvenersspecifically chosenot toforce devel opment of consensusamong such alarge, diverse
group in such ashort time, anumber of common themes did emerge from the discussions. M ost participants
appeared to agree that problems exist or are imminent in the Bering Sea, and many suggested the need for
a process to develop common goals for management. Many participants reiterated the need to better
appreciate and use the wealth of information that already exists about the Bering Sea, including information
from Natives and fishers, both for incorporation in current management processes and retrospective,
integrative analysis.

There was wide agreement that the Bering Sea presents considerabl e opportunities for management-based
experiments to gain new insights into ecosystem functions, the causes for declines of certain species, and
devel opment of moreholistic management regimes. Considerabl e attention was paid totheissue of thetiming
and spacing of fishing, the potential for localized fish depletions to affect species that may depend on fish
such as pollock for food at critical times (e.g., seabirds during breeding cycles and juvenile Steller sealion
feeding), and the need to better disperse the fishery in time and space. Concerns were raised about the
impacts of bottom trawling on benthic habitats and the implications for food chains. Much support was
expressed for increased U.S.-Russian cooperation on all aspects of research and management in the Bering
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Sea. Finally, a number of participants noted that the open dialogue begun at the workshop should be
continued.

Based on what was |earned through this workshop, the Center for Marine Conservation offered anumber of
recommendations for future actions in the arenas of information exchange and cooperation, research, and
management. The CMC’s recommendations are listed in the adjacent table.

Center for Marine Conservation’s recommendations for future actions on
ecosystem-based management in the Bering Sea.

e support for efforts to incorporate Native, local, and fishers’ knowledge in resdarch
and management;

® increased communication and cooperation with Russian scientists, Natives, and
managers;

® additional effort to identify sources of existing information to: 1) identify
significant data gaps; and 2) facilitate retrospective synthetic analysis;

e collaborative identification of “hot spots” for cooperative, cross-discipline
research, which should then become a high priority for funding agencies;

® expansion of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council’'s (NPFMC) effofts to
consider the ecosystem effects of fishery management;

e National Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFS) publication of Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statements for both Alaska Groundfish Fishery
Management Plans;

e NMFS reinitiation of consultation under the Endangered Species Act regarding
endangered Steller sea lions and commercial fisheries;

e NPFMC support of the development of an experimental regime for dispersing the
pollock fishery in time and space in the Aleutian Islands region;

e NPFMC consideration of the establishment of marine reserves, restrictions op the
use of destructive gear, and other mechanisms to protect areas of high
productivity, important habitats, and other sites;

e creation of a working group to investigate ways to increase the diversity of fofage
fish in important marine mammal and sea bird foraging areas;

® NPFMC exploration of mechanisms to move away from single species
management and to diversify fishing technology;

® establishment of a multi-disciplinary, cross-sector team to establish common|goals
for long-term management of the Bering Sea ecosystem, and mechanisms fgr
achieving those goals.

® conclusion of a Russian-United States international agreement for collaborat|ve
research and management that will promote conservation of the resources ir| the
Bering Sea.
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Alaska Groundfish Supplemental Environmental | mpact Statement
Summary by Tamra Faris and Loh-lee Low

NMFSreleased for publicreview adraft supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) for the Fishery
Management Plans (FMPs) for the Bering Sea and Aleutian I1slands Groundfish Fishery and the Gulf of
Alaska Groundfish Fishery. The purposeisto update the origina EISs prepared when the FMPswerefirst
approved (1976 and 1981) and renew the federal action of groundfish management in the AlaskaEEZ into
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act.

The draft SEIS analyzes the impacts of fishing over arange of TAC specifications and compares them to
impacts of status quo fishing. NEPA guidelinesrequire consideration of several, or arange of, alternatives,
in addition to the proposed action. Alternatives are evaluated to show the range of viable options and their
impacts to the environment. The measurable impacts of an alternative TAC specification would accrue to
thetarget resourcesthemsel ves, other speciesin the ecosystem, and thosethat benefit both from consumptive
and non-consumptive users of living marine resources. During the scoping phase for this SEIS, it was
determined the public envisioned more ecosystem-based approaches to setting species TACs than are
manifest in the present system. Concepts of ecosystem-based management are incorporated in present
management and are components of all the alternatives. Knowledge and understanding of North Pacific
Ocean and Bering Sea ecosystems are, never-the-less, recognizably incomplete.

Indevelopingalternativesfor purposesof analysis, fishery management regul ationsin placeand mechanisms
available to modify regulations are assumed to remain available and apply consistently over the range of
aternatives. The alternatives analyzed include:

Alternative A -- The no action aternative whereby TACs are specified under the status quo. Under status
quo, TACs are set by species or species groups for each groundfish complex, and the sum of the TACs of
the component species must stay within the optimum yield (OY') range of the complex. The OY range for
the BSAI groundfish complex is 1.4 to 2.0 million metric tons (mt), and that for the GOA is 116,000 to
800,000 mt. Under this alternative, TAC projections are made from 1999 through 2002 for the purpose of
demonstrating potential fishery impacts. In actuality, re-setting of TACs each year will be based upon the
status of the stocks current for that year.

Alternative B -- Under thisalternative, the sum of the TACsfor the groundfish complex was set at thelower

end of the OY range. Each TAC was decreased proportionately from its 1997 level to generate the TACs

for this alternative. The sums of the 1997 TACsfor the BSAI and GOA, respectively, were 2.0 million mt

and 282,815 mt. Therefore, each BSAI TAC was set at 70 percent of its1997 level and each GOA TACwas

set at 41 percent of its 1997 level in order to have TACs that summed to 1.4 million mt and 116,000 mt for

the BSAI and GOA, respectively. Under this alternative, each species’ TAC would be held constant for
fishing years 1999 through 2002.

Alternative C -- Under this alternative, the sum of the TACs for the groundfish complex was set at the upper
end of the OY range. The sum of BSAI TACs in 1997 was 2.0 million mt; therefore, the BSAI TACs for
Alternative C were set equal to their 1997 levels. This was not the case for the GOA because the 1997 GOA
TACs summed to much less than the upper end of the OY range. The 1998 overfishing levels (OFLs) were
used to set the GOA TACs for Alternative C. The upper end of the GOA OY range is 800,000 mt and the
sum of the 1998 OFLs is 817,620 mt; therefore each TAC was set equal to 97.8 percent of the OFL for that
species. Under this alternative, each species’ TAC would be held constant for fishing years 1999 through
2002.
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Alternative D -- Thisalternative assumes no directed groundfish fisheriesin the Exclusive Economic Zone
(EEZ) off Alaskabeginninginfishing year 1999. The TACsareset at zero under Alternative D fromfishing
years 1999 through 2002.

ESA Specieslisted under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) are present in the action area and some are
negatively affected by the SEIS subject federal activity, fishing. NMFSisthe expert agency for ESA listed
marine mammals. The USFWS is the expert agency for ESA listed seabirds. The proposed action,
continuation of the federal groundfish fisheriesin the EEZ off Alaska, must bein compliancewith the ESA.
Todeterminecompliancewith ESA, Section 7 Consultation under the ESA hasbeenrenewedwiththeNMFS
for listed marine mammals and the USFWS for Short-tailed Albatross. NMFS Section 7 Consultation is
focusing particular attention on stock assessment and TA C-setting, and theresulting conduct of thefisheries.
It is expected to be completed in January, 1999, with a Biological Opinion. The USFWS Section 7
Consultationisfocusing particul ar attention on direct takesof Short-tailed Albatrossby longlinefishing gear.
It is expected to be completed in December, 1998.

Groundfish analysisisfacilitated by a 5-year simulation of the age structure and population dynamics of
the major groundfish stocks. The model projects biomass and catch for 10 stocks based on assumptions of
reasonable levels of future recruitment and stock trend. The simulation was designed to emulate the TAC
setting asit occursunder Alternative A. Themodel results provide amorerigid scenario than would be used
by the decision process of the Council. Themodel outputs consisted of projected values of several variables
for each stock, alternative, smulation, and year. These variablesincluded total biomass (the biomassof fish
intheentireagerange covered in therespective stock assessment), spawning biomass (the biomass of mature
females), population age structure (numbers of fish at each age covered in the respective stock assessment),
and catch. Because the projections were stochastic, the results consisted of statistical distributions rather
than single point estimates, thus enabling impacts of the alternativesto be described probabilistically. When
the impacts could not be quantified, aqualitative discussionis provided. Whileit isknown that harvesting
activitiesimpact the stocks, it is difficult to determine the exact linkages and the magnitude of the impacts
given all other factors.

The modeling simulations demonstrated that, on average, most stocks that are commercialy fished are
expected to increase under all alternatives. In most cases, broad confidence interval swere observed around
ending biomass projections due to potential differencesin recruitment. For the most part, it can be said that
the status and trend of the groundfish stocksarelargely driven by naturally occurring recruitment variations.
Predictions of the impacts under the alternatives are difficult due to unknown future recruitment.

Alternative A, the no action alternative, is used as the baseline to compare environmental impacts of fishing
at higher andlower TACs. Alternative A requiresdetermination of acceptablebiological catch (ABC), OFL,
and TAC of thetarget species. The TAC specifications are set in arisk averse manner. Annual TACs are
set at or below ABC and are considerably lower than the associated OFLs. In some cases, the TAC
specifications established are substantially below the ABC levels for bycatch or OY considerations, or
because of uncertainty in stock assessments. As an added precaution, the ABC/OFL guidelines call for a
reduction in fishing mortality rates whenever stock size falls below a target level.  Setting TAC
specifications so that the sum of the TACs equals the low end of the OY range (Alternative B) further
reduces the chance of setting the harvest levels at levels that |ead to overfishing. Conversely, it isthought
that setting TACs to equal the upper end of the OY range (Alternative C) could impose more risk to some
stocks. Alternative D would be to reduce the TACs to zero, resulting in no directed groundfish fisheriesin
the EEZ. The primary impact would be to eliminate therisk of overfishinginthe EEZ. Increasesin catches
of groundfish in adjacent areas (Alaska State waters and international waters) could be anticipated.

Ecochapt.99 11 November 1998



Other environmental impacts associated with groundfish harvest go beyond those ascribed to the TAC and
ABC specifications. Changesin TAC may result in changesin food availability to predators of groundfish
or changesin natural mortality rates of groundfish prey. Major changesdueto shiftsin community structure
are not expected under Alternative A. Evidence suggests little impact of any of the alternatives on species
diversity. Impacts to forage fish under all the aternatives is expected to occur directly through bycatch
mortality in groundfish fisheries and indirectly through food chain interactions. Analysis of bycatch
estimates under all the alternatives indicated low bycatch mortality relative to other sources of mortality,
particularly mortality due to predation by groundfish species. Although the actual amounts of change in
forage fish abundances that would occur through the food chain interactionsin the various aternatives are
not well-known, itislikely that alternativeswhich reduce TACs of abundant groundfish such aspollock and
arrowtooth flounder that prey on forage species would tend to reduce forage fish abundance.

Prohibited specieswerefully utilized species before the growth of the domestic groundfish fisheries. The
prohibited species (i.e., Pacific halibut, all five Pacific salmon species, steelhead, Alaskaking crab, Tanner
and snow crabs, and Pacific herring) must be returned to the seawhen taken by the groundfish fisheries. The
main direct impact of groundfish fisheries on the prohibited species has been through bycatch. Bycatch
reduces the potential yield and changes the population characteristics of the resources and reduces the
amount of target catch for those fisheries. Another impact is ecological, whereby the residual groundfish
and prohibited species would compete ecologically for food and space. The control of bycatch has been
through prohibited species catch limits (PSC caps) set by regulations. It was assumed PSC caps would
remainat current level swith the exception of Alternative C for the GOA. Projected bycatch amountsof each
prohibited species were based upon the bycatch rates in 1997 and projected catch target fishery. Thus,
projected bycatch would be lower asgroundfish TACsdecrease (Alternative B and D) and higher when they
increase (Alternative C).

For the BSAI region, bycatch of all PSC species would be lowered from Alternative A to Alternative B.
Bycatch amounts would also not increase appreciably in the BSAI area under Alternative C because the
TACs of the BSAI target species under Alternative C are equal to or close to the TACs of Alternative A.
For the GOA region, bycatch amounts have been projected to increase substantially for Pacific halibut, C.
bairdi and C. opilio, and Pacific salmon under Alternative C because groundfish TACsin the GOA would
increase substantially from Alternative A. The projected increase in groundfish catch and PSC bycatch
could only occur if the Pacific halibut PSC limit were increased substantially, i.e., to 14,200 mt. Bycatch
amounts would be zero in Federal waters under Alternative D. It is unknown to what extent catch and
bycatch in adjacent areas (Alaska State waters and international waters) would increase asresult of closure
of the groundfish EEZ fisheries.

Habitat and natural community alterations are inevitable when harvesting marine organisms with any gear
type. The disturbances caused by fishing gear to the various substrates and benthic communities, however,
are difficult to quantify and predict. The direct impacts of such disturbances can vary substantially
depending upon the particular combinations of fishing intensity, distribution, and harvesting methods that
areemployed. Asafirst step to assessing such impacts, an analysiswas conducted to estimate the potential
amount of fishing effort expended under the four aternatives. Using sampled hauls from the domestic
observer database (1990 to 1997) and simple linear regression, afunctional relationship between catch and
effort wasestablished by target fishery and gear type. Given estimates of the expected catchesunder thefour
alternatives, corresponding effort levelswere determined. While the results of this analysis do not directly
addresstheimpacts of fishing effort on the substrates and benthic communities, they do provideameansfor
making quantitative comparisons of fishing effort by target fishery and gear type. General inferenceswere
made regarding the relative impacts of the different effort levels on the substrates and benthic communities.
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Marine Mammals are important top predators in the marine ecosystem in waters off Alaska. Currently,

NMFS and the FWS manage 25 speciesthat comprise 39 stocksin waters off Alaska. Population sizesrange

from less than 200 individuals (e.g., eastern North Pacific stock of “transient” killer whales) to over one
million individuals (e.g., northern fur seals). Nine of the 39 stocks are listed as endanydzedhe
Endangered Species Act, while one stock is listed as threatened. In addition, one stock is listed as depleted
under the Marine Mammal Protection Act.

Marine mammal impact evaluations are based on interpretation of two main types of interactions with
commercial fisheries: direct (operational) and indirect (biological). Mortality resulting from entanglement
in fishing gear, or incidental take, represents a direct interaction. In all cases in the Fededtlsir
fisheries off Alaska, levels of direct incidental take are low relative to each marine mammal stock’s Potential
Biological Removal (PBR).

Indirect interactions between marine mammals and commercial fisheries are much more difficult to detect.
They include: a) competition for similar prey resources which may result inslkcaaity of prey and b)
disturbance by fishing activities. The mechanisms by which fish biomass removals might translate to marine
mammal fitness or mortality are largely unknown. However, in this discussion of impacts, a risk averse
approach is used. It assumes that the harvest of groundfish stocks that are important prey items in the diet
of certain marine mammals may result in increased competition with that marine mammal stock. This, in
turn, may have adverse impacts on those marine mammal populations, particularly where the competition
involves primary prey items (e.g., the top 2 or 3 species consumed), and where fishing activity occurs in
known, or likely, marine mammal foraging areas.

Interactions, either direct or indirect, between commercial fisheries and the 26 species of marine mammals
inhabiting Alaskan waters vary widely, given those species’ diverse life histories and spatial distribution
patterns. Of the 26 marine mammal species in Alaska described in Section 3.4, only a subset have been
shown to consume groundfish species as a large part of their diet, and to potentially do so in areas coincident
with groundfish harvest operations: Steller sea lion, northern fur seal and harbor seal. Based on the potential
for indirect interactions, Alternatives A, B, and C may have adverse impacts on the western stock of Steller
sea lions, northern fur seals in the Bering Sea, and both the GOA and western stocks of harbor seals.
Alternative D could also pose adverse impacts because State-managed fisheries (inside 3-miles) would
continue to target marine mammal forage species in their foraging areas, would continue to be a source of
fishing activity disturbance, and would probably expand in the absence of groundfish fisheries in the EEZ.
The relative severity of any such impacts resulting from the alternatives is highest for the western stock of
Steller sea lions, followed by northern fur seals, the GOA stock of harbor seals, and the western stock of
harbor seals.

Seabirds are top predators in the marine ecosystem and obtain almost all their food at sea. Prey include
small fish, zooplankton, and other invertebrates. Each seabird species depends on one or 2 species of prey
in each area. Fifty million seabirds of 38 species breed in Alaska, and another 30 million birds of 5 species
visit during summer. Population trends are known for about one-third of Alaskan seabirds; trends vary
among species and areas. One seabird, the short-tailed albatross, is listed as endangered.

Potential impacts of groundfish fisheries on seabirds include (a) changes in food resources and their
availability, (b) bycatch in fishing gear, (c) discards and processing wastes, and (d) accidents such as oil
spills or theescape of rats from fishing vessels onto nesting islands. Impacts to food supplies have the
greatest potential to affect Alaskan seabird populations.
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Theimpact of groundfish fisheries on seabird food resources (potentially the most important ) are unknown
for al aternatives, becausetoo little is presently known about the ecology of seabird forage species, food-
web interactions, and factors that determine availability of food to seabirds. Little or no change in most
bycatch of seabirds, levels of discards and wastes, or in therisk of oil spillsor rat invasionsis expected over
the period 1999 to 2002 under Alternative A. A slight increase in bycatch of sooty shearwaters and auks
might occur over 1997 levels during the period 1999 to 2002 under Alternative A. Alternative B seemsalso
likely to have little impact on bycatch of seabirds in the BSAI, except for effecting a slight decline for
shearwaters and auks. Inthe GOA, Alternative B may cause a slight to moderate decline in the bycatch of
seabirds. In both the BSAI and GOA, a slight to moderate decrease in risk of oil spills and rat invasions
might attend Alternative B. Alternative C would potentially cause a slight to major increase in seabird
bycatch, and also in oil spills and rat invasions. While present information is insufficient for analysis of
impacts on seabird food resources, projectionsfor Alternative D suggest amajor decreasein the probability
of other fishery associated impacts on seabirds.

The impacts of Alternatives A, B, C, and D on the food supply of seabirds could not be evaluated because

crucia information is lacking. Little is known about the ecology of seabird forage species, food-web
interactions between them, and factorsthat determine availability of food to thebirds. Theeffectsof trends

in walleye pollock on seabirds could not be predicted. Seabirds eat age 0 and age 1 pollock, the portion of

pollock’s population dynamics least well known; the effects of stock changes on local forage densities near
seabird colonies are not known; and other species are more important for seabirds in many areas of Alaska.
Major forage species such as capelin, sand lance, myctophids, and zooplankton have been studied very little
in Alaska. In addition, food availability to seabirds is determined by oceanographic factors, both local and
regional, but it is unknown how oceanography and fishery management may interact to change the food
supply of seabirds.

Socio-economic implications of the alternatives are evaluated from projections of the following:

(1) groundfish catch, (2) groundfish discards, (3) prohibited species bycatch, (4) the bycatch of other non-
groundfish species, (5) exessel value, and (6) pressed product value. These physical and monetary
measures of output from the BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries provide indirect measures of the
employment, income, and consumer benefits associated with the commercial groundfish fisheries under each
alternative.

Finally, the Draft SEIS provides other background information on the resources, their environment, and

further details that would be useful for evaluating the impacts of fisheries that could be conducted under each
of the Alternatives. Copies of the SEIS are available from the NMFS Alaska Region.
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Proposed Future Direction of the Ecosystem Consider ations Chapter
by Pat Livingston

Hereare someideasabout expanding and standardi zing some of the content of the Ecosystems Consideration
Chapter to moreclearly highlight thestatusof ecosystem-based management effortsand the statusand trends
of various parts of the ecosystem. These changes and additions would accomplish severa goals:

1) track ecosystem management efforts and their efficacy

2) track changesin the ecosystem that are not easily incorporated into single-species assessments

3) bring results from ecosystem research efforts to the attention of stock assessment scientists and
fishery managers

4) provide a stronger link between ecosystem research at AFSC (and elsewhere) and fishery
management

Below isan expanded outline of two main sections that would highlight ecosystem management effortsand

ecosystem status and trends. Some of the proposed time series are not yet readily available and may take

some effort to develop while others will be available for next year’'s document. As the document evolves,
other time series may be developed and added to this chapter. Scientists from Alaska Fisheries Science
Center, other NOAA components such as PMEL and NOS, North Pacific Fisheries Management Council,
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Department of the Interior, University of Alaska, and others will
be contacted in 1999 and encouraged to provide key time series outlined on the following two pages and a
brief description and interpretation of the time series data. Hopefully, over the next two to three years most
of the time series shown in the outline will be available and can be updated easily on an annual basis. The
plan teams would still need to develop their ecosystem concerns and research recommendations based on
this and other information they receive.

|. ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT INDICES

Purpose: To provide measures of performance towards meeting the stated ecosystem management goals of
the NPFMC. These goals are to:

1. Maintain biodiversity consistent with natural evolutionary and ecological processes, including
dynamic change and variability.

2. Maintain and restore habitats essential for fish and their prey.

3. Maintain system sustainability and sustainable yields for human consumptimmaextractive
uses.

4. Maintain the concept that humans are components of the ecosystem.

Some ecosystem management indices could be measuring progress in more than one of these goals.
Diversity, in particular, could be considered a broad, overarching goal and the others are more specific ways
of protecting diversity. Sub-goals under diversity could include: protect and restore EFH, protect critical
habitat of protected species, and reduce bycatch. However, given the goals as stated by NPFMC, here is
an initial attempt at organizing some indices by ecosystem management goal.

A. Maintain diversity
1. Time series of bycatch/discard amounts of prohibited species and non-target species and fish
processing wastes in the EBS, Al, and GOA
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2. Time series of amount of closed area and duration of time various species (salmon, herring,
snow crab) are protected from groundfish capture fisheries
3. Time series of directed salmon and crab catch, salmon hatchery production by nation

B. Fish habitat protection
1. Time series of the amount of area closed to bottom trawling in the EBS, Al, and GOA
2. Time series of amount of groundfish fishing effort by gear type in the EBS, Al, and GOA
(segregated by inshore, offshore, and slope regions if possible)
3. Time series of state fishery closures (scallop, crab, salmon)

C. Sustainability (for consumptive and non-consumptive uses)

1. Time seriesof trophic leve of the catch and total amount of groundfish catch (relative to total
exploitable biomass) by region

2. Table summarizing status of managed groundfish, crab, and salmon species (# stocks below
target stock size, # above target stock size, # unknown). Any success measures of rebuilding
programs?

3. Time series of amount of catch of protected species’ prey inside critical habitat

4. Time seriesof exploitation rates by specific time/area units for fisheries with time/area quotas

D. Humansare part of ecosystems
1. Number and efficacy of limited entry, licence, ITQ systems, changesin fishing power and fleet
composition of groundfish, crab, salmon, scallop fisheries
2. Coordination of activities with other organizations

[I. ECOSYSTEM STATUSINDICATORS

A. Physical environment
1. Time series of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation Index (PDO)
2. Time series of summer surface and bottom temperatures and the magnitude of the Bering Sea
cold pool from AFSC bottom trawl survey data
3. Time series of ice extent index - EBS
4. Time series of amount of freshwater inputs - GOA

B. Habitat
1. Indices of pollutant/contaminant levelsin sediments, groundfish, and their prey
2. Summaries of bottom habitat composition by region

C. Living Marine Resources
Phytoplankton and zooplankton
1. Abundance trends of phytoplankton and zooplankton in GOA and EBS

Forage Fish
1. Abundance trends of capelinin GOA (Pavlov Bay)

2. Forage species (as defined in the forage fish amendment) abundance trends in EBS
3. Forage abundance and diversity trends inside protected species’ critical habitat
4. Other forage species abundance and trends (herring, juv. plk)

Benthic Invertebrates
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1. Abundance and diversity trends of benthic macroinvertebrate groups, including crab, captured
in NMFS bottom trawl surveys - EBS

Epifauna abundance and diversity trends inside and outside protected areas

Abundanceand diversity trends of benthic macroinvertebrate groups captured in NM FS bottom
trawl surveys GOA

wmn

Non-target fish species
1. Abundance and diversity trends of non-target speciesin the EBS
2. Abundance and diversity trends of non-target speciesin the GOA and Al

Marine Mammals
1. Statusand diversity trends of northern fur seals, Steller sealions, and harbor seals
2. Statusand trends of other seals and cetaceans
3. Net debris entanglement indices for northern fur seals

Seabirds
1. Statusand diversity trends of seabirds

Ecosystem or community indicators
1. Diversity trends of groups sampled by NMFS bottom trawl surveys
2. Trophic level trends of groups sampled by NMFS bottom trawl surveys
3. Sizediversity trends of groups sampled by NMFS bottom trawl surveys
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Recent Meetings, Symposia, and Publications Relating to Ecosystem-based M anagement

There are numerous indications that others besides the North Pacific Fishery Management Council family
have noticed and are reacting to apparent changes and concerns about the North Pacific. A compilation of
new legislation, meetings and publicationsis provided below. Thelist islikely not all inclusive.

TheNorth Pacific Fishery Management Council’s Ecosystem Committee met several times to advise
the Council on ecosystems level forces applying to fishery management in the federal waters off
Alaska.

The United Nations declared 1998lagernational Year of the Oceans early in 1997. NOAA is
expected to take a lead role.

The final draft of a papeBering Sea Ecosystem--A Call to Action, was released by the Department

of the Interior September 1998.

The National Academy of Sciences appointed the NMFS Ecosystem Principles Advisory Panel to
work on a report to Congress bises of Ecosystem Approachesin Fisheries Management. Their

first meeting was in September 1997. The report is due in 1998.

The Center for Marine Conservation (non-governmental organization) sponsBeeth@ Sea
Ecosystem Workshop for representatives from academia, natural resource management agencies,
Alaska Natives organizations, and the environmental community to identify and discuss ecosystem-
based management issues on Oct. 5-7, 1997, in Anchorage.

The Conservation Law Foundation produced the proceedings of a conferenceHbfiediseof

Fishing Gear on the Sea Floor of New England.

The proceedings of the 1996 Lowell Wakefield Sympogtonage Fishin Marine Ecosystemswas
published by the University of Alaska Sea Grant College Program. Report No. 97-01.

Sea Grant published a paper by D. AlversbDiscarding Practices and Unobserved Fishing
Mortality in Marine Fisheries: An Update.

A Lowell Wakefield Fisheries Symposium dncorporating Ecosystem Considerations into
Fisheries Management was held September 29-October 3, 1998, in Anchorage.

The National Marine Fisheries Service and Department of Interior are co-chairiae ithg Sea
Ecosystem Workshop, to inventory the existence and availability of resource databases on Dec. 4-5,
1997, and again on June 2-3 in Anchorage.
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ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT
by Jeff Fujioka

INTRODUCTION

In 1996, the Sustainable Fisheries Act amended the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act to require fishery management plans (FM Ps) to describe and identify essential fish habitat
(EFH), adverse impacts on EFH, and actions to conserve and enhance EFH. Guidelineswere developed by
the Nationa Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to assist Fishery Management Councils (Councils) in
fulfilling the requirements set forth by the Act. In addition, the Act requires consultation between the
Secretary and Federal and state agencies on activities that may adversely impact EFH for those species
managed under the Act. It aso requires the Federal action agency to respond to comments and
recommendations made by the Secretary and Councils.

After reviewing the best available scientific information, and in cooperation with the Councils, participants
in the fishery, other agencies, and other interested parties, NMFS was to devel op written recommendations
for the identification of EFH for each FMP. Prior to submitting a written EFH identification
recommendation to the Council for an FM P, the draft recommendation was made availablefor public review
and at least one public meeting was held. NMFS worked with the Council to conduct this review. After
receiving public comment, NMFS revised its draft recommendations, as appropriate, and forwarded written
recommendation and comments to the Council(s).

An Alaska Region EFH Core Team was designated to coordinate efforts to accomplish the necessary tasks.

The Core Team initiated preliminary Essential Fish Habitat Assessment Reports, summarizing available
environmental and fishery data sources relevant to the managed species that would be useful in describing

and identifying its EFH. Thiswas accomplished by identifying Technical Teamsfor the Groundfish, Crab,

Scallop, and Salmon FMP’s from Core Team members and experts from NMFS and ADF&G. Synopses
from representative species were provided by respective experts from AFSC and ADF&G. These reports
summarized what was known about each species biology and distribution by major life stage. They also
helped to identify major species-specific habitat data gaps, which are prevalent in Alaska. In addition to
identifying existing literature and reports relevant to identifying EFH, a report was produced summarizing
distribution data on major groundfish and bycatch species in the groundfish observer database (Fritz, Greig,
and Reuter 1998).

DESCRIPTION AND IDENTIFICATION OF EFH

Utilizing the compiled information the Core Team and Technical Teams draéedipmtions and
identifications of EFH, following the NMFS guidelines for the most part. The guidelines indicated that a
tiered approach be used to gather and organize the data necessary for identifying EFH. In Alaska, there are
many species life stages, other than the freshwater stages of salmon and exploitable stages of groundfish, for
which the information level is less than the lowest level conceived by the NMFS guidelines - level 1, ability

to establish presence/absence distributions. Alaska scientists, having pointed this out in early reviews of the
guidelines, used a level 0 in summarizing knowledge levels for many species life stages in the EFH
identifications and descriptions. Level O designates the subset of level 1 for which data is not available to
establish presence/absence distributions. This was the most prevalent designation for pre-adult stages of
marine species, such as groundfish and scallops. The descriptions and identifications of EFH for groundfish,
crab, scallops, and salmon FMPs are provided in the EA/RIR for amending the appropriate FMPs.
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In June 1998, the Council adopted plan amendmentsfor thefive FM Ps(BSAI and GOA groundfish, salmon,
crab, and scallops) to incorporate EFH provisions. These provisionsincluded identification and description
of EFH including habitat areas of particular concern, identification of research and information needs, and
identification of potential adverse effects on EFH due to fishing and non-fishing activities. The Council
adopted Alternative 2, that designates EFH as described by general distribution.

RESEARCH NEEDS

The guidelines indicated that each FMP should contain recommendations, preferably in priority order, for
research efforts that the Councils and NMFS view as necessary for carrying out their EFH management
mandate. The need for additional research is to make available sufficient information to support a higher
level of description and identification of EFH, evaluate potential adverseimpacts, and measuresto conserve
EFH. The Core Team drafted text addressing research needs are contained in the EA/RIR.

The EFH Core Team was al so tasked with advising the Region on project proposals and spending plansfor

EFH funds. With the goal of rationalizing the devel opment of spending plans and proposal evaluation, the

Core Team drafted a framework for categorizing Groundfish and Salmon EFH activities. The framework

concept wasto identify activitiesand objectivesthat progressin alogical manner toward the goal of assuring

sufficient habitat to sustain fisheries. For e.g., for groundfish, where for most species little is known about
lifehistory, or even where early life stagesreside, it was obvious to the Team that gaining knowledge of life

history phasesthat are vulnerable to habitat alterations deserved emphasis. For salmon, where much of the

critical freshwater life history @se and it's habitat requirements are identified, it was recognized that
emphasis could progress to improving management and awareness of activities that adversely impact critical
habitat or to restoration of habitat that has already been impaired. The effects of fishing on habitat also
stands out as a priority concern. Recognizing its responsibility as the action agency for fishing activity in
the EEZ, NMFS/AK has been supporting research in Alaska on the effects of fishing on seafloor habitat
since 1996. These activities are reported on in the Effects of Fishing chapter of this volume.

Based on the strategic framework and review of the EFH identification results the Core Team drafted a
spending plan recommendation for EFH funds allocated to the AK Region from Habitat Office headquarters.
In addition to funds needed to supplement the administration of EFH amendments to the FMPs, the spending
plan identified three projects to improve the consultative and management process:

1. Development of consultative requirements.
2. Evaluate GIS
3. Develop a Logging Road GIS

and four research projects to improve knowledge on the vulnerability of spiéeistages to habitat
alterations.

Development Impacts on Eelgrass Habitat

Nearshore Habitat Utilization by Juvenile Groundfish

Identification and Characterization of Atka mackerel Reproductive Habitat
Habitat Utilization of Urban Estuarine Wetlands

No ok

These projects were funded with FY98 EFH funds allocated to the Alaska Region. A report on objectives
and activities of these projects follow.
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EFH PROJECTS REPORTS:

1. PROJECT: Development of Consultation Requirements/MOU'’s
Principal Investigator - Jeanne Hanson (NMFS Alaska Region - Anchorage)

Funding was available for a contract with Alaska Department of Fish and Game (or another government
agency or private consultant) for help in developing consultation protocols and memorandums of
understanding (for anadromous fish consultations and other EFH consultations). Because of delay in
direction in how to proceed with consultations this money was carried over to be spent in FY 99 for the same
purpose.

2. PROJECT: Evaluate GIS
Principal Investigator - Linda Show (NMFS Alaska Region - Juneau)

There were two parts of this project:
a) Essential Fish Habitat Digital Mapping Project

The SFA requires aFederal action agency to respond to comments and recommendations made by
the NMFS and Councils. The NMFS guidelines propose ultimate use of Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) to analyze and present mapping of general distribution and geographic limits of EFH
for each life history stage in FMPs. The guidelines also suggest the use of GIS to analyze and
present mapping of adverseimpacts. The Alaska Region will be responsible for development of an
adverseimpacts database to be used with maps of general EFH characteristics. These mapsare also
needed for reference and for public information dissemination through a web site. Currently the
Alaska Region has GIS software and hardware but has not devel oped an adverse impacts database.
A GlS-user interface to access and analyze such information has been developed and is being
evaluated as a prototype. These products will have to be closely coordinated with maps produced
for viewing EFH.

The Alaska Region contracted with Resources Datalnc. of Anchorage, Alaskato provide digitized
maps, usable in ArcView software, of seventy-two top priority maps identified by Regional
personnel. Mapping has begun and is expected to be completed by January 1, 1999. The final
product will be supplied on CD copies, to both the Anchorage and Juneau Habitat offices, and will
be compatible with the GIS-user interface .

b) Essential Fish Habitat Digital Mapping Project Consultative Services.

The Alaska Region contracted with Resources Data Inc. of Anchorage, Alaska to provide
consultative servicesin concert with the above mapping project. Aspart of the consultative service,
asampling of completed mapsareto be demonstrated to regional staff at aNovember 12 & 13, 1998
EFH retreat in Juneau, Alaska. Thiswill alow review of the maps and an opportunity to discuss
their development. Oneissue will be choosing aprojection to allow overlay of the mapson NOAA
charts.

3. PROJECT: Logging Road GIS for Salmon EFH on the Kenai Peninsula
Principal Investigator - Michagl Murphy (NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center - Auke Bay Lab)
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Project Cooperators are Alaska Department of Fish and Game and National Marine Fisheries Service, with
road access granted by Cook Inlet Region, Inc., and Ninilchik Native Association.

The objectives of this project are to inventory and assess the operational effectiveness of stream crossing
structures (e.g., culvertsand bridges) on logging roads, the degree of compliance with ADF& G Fish Habitat
Permit stipul ationsand forestry best management practices(BM Ps), and to devel op ageographicinformation
system (GIS) to track condition of crossing structures for maintenance or retro-fitting. The start of this
project underwent several delays related to interagency funds transfer, personnel hiring, and obtaining
necessary land use permits to access private lands.

A detailed draft operational plan waswritten that describes methods and field proceduresfor datacollection
for each parameter, the level of precision for individual measurements, valid data values and measurement
units. Based onfield effortsto date, some procedures were adjusted and refined, and these will be reflected
in the final version of the plan.

At this time, data collection has been completed, including digital photographs and differential GPS
locations, for 20 crossing structures located on both state and private Native corporation lands.
Approximately 60% of these structures are located on private lands. We have not collected a sufficient
amount of data to develop any preliminary impressions or conclusions. Field work will continue until
streams freeze. At that time, data entry and framework development for the GIS portion of the project will
begin. Although some minor timing setbacks have been encountered, the project is on schedule to complete
on or before September 30, 2000.

4. PROJECT: Urban Development-Related | mpacts on Eelgrass Habitat
Principal Investigator - Michagl Murphy (NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center - Auke Bay Lab)

Objectives of this project areto (1) determine the role of eelgrass beds as essential fish habitat; (2) assess
cumul ativeeffectsof 404 Permit fillinginthevicinity of Craig, Alaska; and (3) provide an updated GIS maps
of existing eelgrass and other estuarine habitats near Craig.

Theseasonal roleof eelgrasswasexamined by seining eel grassand adjacent non-eelgrasssitesin April, May,
June, and September. A paired-site design was used to compare eelgrass habitat with adjacent non-eelgrass
habitat. Four site pairswere established frominside Klawock Inlet toitsopening at Bucarelli Bay. We used
a 37-m-long, variable-mesh beach seineto capture fish and decapods at two adjacent beaches (>50 m apart)
at each site. All sampling occurred during low spring tides (<O m elevation). Based on observations of a
diver, seining was more than 95% efficient. Captured fish and decapods were identified to species and
enumerated, and a sample of target species, including salmonids, flatfish, gadids, and rockfish (Sebastes
spp.), weremeasured for length. Siteswere classified by habitat type (Dethier 1990), and physical data(e.g.,
temperature, salinity, substrate composition, depth profile) wereal so taken. V egetation cover wasestimated
each sampling date, and eel grasswas sampl ed in quadratsto determine seasonal density, height, and biomass.

Preliminary results indicate that eelgrass habitat had higher total fish density and species diversity than
non-eelgrass habitat. Eelgrass appeared to be important nursery habitat for chum salmon fry in April, and
chum fry moved away from eelgrassin May and June. Other salmonids (pink salmon fry, coho smolts) were
not significantly associated with eelgrass habitat. Juvenile rockfish (Sebastes spp.) were more abundant in
vegetated habitats, both in eelgrass and Laminaria beds.

Cumulative effects of the 404 permitting program are being assessed by inventorying existing eelgrass beds
and areas aready filled in the vicinity of Craig and Klawock. The habitat inventory was contracted to the
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to update the existing National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) database (which
currently depictsno eelgrassat all inthevicinity). The USFWSflew thearea2 daysin August at low spring
tides and reclassified the shoreline. The City of Craig also hired an independent contractor with City funds
and a grant from the State of Alaskato map all eelgrass beds within the Craig city limits. With these data
andinformation on previous permittedfills, wewill evaluate cumul ative effectsby cal cul ating the proportion
of eelgrass beds that have been lost dueto filling.

The last objective of this project is to provide updated GIS maps of shoreline habitats near Craig. The
contract with the USFWS was to update all shorelineinthe USGS quadrangles Craig B4, Craig C4, and the
Trocadero Bay portion of Craig B3. Field verification was completed in August for all shoreline, except
for part of Craig B4 (Waterfall to Big Bay). The GISfiles (digitized maps) for Craig B3 will be available
in January 1999, and files for Craig C4 will be completed in March 1999. Field verification for Craig B4
will be completed in spring 1999, and GIS files available in October 1999.

5. PROJECT: Nearshore Habitat Utilization by Juvenile Groundfish
Principal Investigators- Michael Murphy and Scott Johnson (NM FS AlaskaFisheries Science Center - Auke
Bay Lab)

Out of necessity, groundfish sampling has been predominantly on adult fish to obtain knowledgefor fishery
management, mostly on the continental shelf and slope. Due to the remoteness of most of Alaska’s coastline,
very little sampling has occurred in nearshore habitats where many species spend part of their early life
history. The objective of this study in 1998 was to develop effective sampling methods for juvenile
groundfish in a range of nearshore habitats in Southeast Alaska. In 1998, various sampling gear (e.g., traps
and seines) were tested in combination with an underwater video system to evaluate sampling methods for
capturing groundfish and for quantifying habitat structure.

In April, 1998, the NOAA vesselohn N. Cobb was used as a platform in several bays near Sitka to test an
underwater video-sled being developed by scientists with RACE Division. Designed for offshore deeper
waters, this system was not well suited for sampling fish in nearshore habitats. Based on this test, it was
decided to purchase a remotely controlled vehicle (ROV) which allows close control and live video feedback.

In August, a second, 2-week cruise on@obb was used to test the ROV in 10 bays comprising a transect
across Southeast Alaska from Biorka Island off Sitka to Funter Bay near Juneau. Traps and seines were also
used in conjunction with the video on bdhbbb cruises.

The ROV proved effective to video juvenile groundfish and their habitat at depths to at least 70 m and in
moderate current. The ROV was used in different habitat types including eelgrass, kel fresasia

beds, and rock cliffs. The ROV was operated out of a skiff, powered by a portable generator, and controlled
by a console in the skiff. Preliminary results show that 1) the ROV works best for epibenthic fish and not
as well for pelagic fish; 2) most fish were not disturbed by the ROV; and 3)the ROV was more effective than
other types of sampling (e.g., trapping, seining, or divers). Video from the ROV also revealed that species
abundance and diversity declined sharply from outside waters near Sitka to inside waters near Juneau. Future
studies with the ROV will focus on quantifying fish abundance and habitat characteristics in a wider
geographic area.

6. PROJECT: Identification and Char acterization of Atkamacker el (Pleurogrammusmonopterygius)
Reproductive Habitat.

Principal Investigators - Lowell Fritz, Bob Lauth, Scott McEntire (NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center -
Seattle)
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The primary objectives of this research project were to locate and describe one or more Atka mackerel
nesting areasinthe eastern Aleutian Islands. Habitat wasto be described intermsof bottomtype, vegetation,
vertical temperature and salinity profiles, and, if possible, surface and bottom currents. Attempts were to
have been made to estimate the number of nests, to map their distribution within the area, to characterize
mal e territory size and behavior, and to estimate the potential productivity of the area. An areanear Dutch
Harbor, AK was chosen for thisinitial project because Atka mackerel are known to aggregate on Chelan
Bank north of Dutch Harbor. It was thought that some mature individuals from this aggregation may come
inshore to spawn in mid-late summer.

Aninitial trip was conducted to scout potential spawning/nesting sitesand locate aggregations of male Atka
mackerel using an underwater camera. A one-day charter was arranged aboard the F/V Katie Jean out of
Dutch Harbor. Using an underwater camera, Scott McEntire and Lowell Fritz investigated many sites
(depthsranging from 40-90feet) throughout Unal gaPasseast of Unal askalsland from Priest Rock, Brundage
Head, the mouth of English Bay, south to Cape Sedanka. While no Atka mackerel were observed on the
video images, the habitat observed at most sites was similar to that described by Zolotov (1991) as used by
Atka mackerel for nesting.

A seriesof day tripsfrom Dutch Harbor, AK were conducted from July 27-August 6, 1998 aboard the vessel

F/V Grand Aleutian by Robert Lauth, Scott McEntire, and John Lowell. The primary goals and activities

of the second trip were: (1) To locate one or more nesting areas of Atka mackerel; (2) Conduct a survey of

the area with atowed camera and using SCUBA-equipped divers; (3) Deploy an in-situ time-lapse camera

near a nest to record male behaviors, such as defense and aeration of nests, and filia egg
cannibalism/predation; and (4) Collect biological information on Atka mackerel to determine size/age/sex
composition and their trophic and maturity status; requires collection of egg masses, otolith, gonad, and

stomach samples; collected using jig/sport tackle. An underwater camerawas deployed at numerous points
throughout Unalga Pass from Cape Sedankato Priest Rock, around Inner and Outer Signal Islands, and Egg

Island. Additional placesobserved by cameraincluded off Cape Morgan, Akutan Island and Unalgalsland

(to the east), and west around the north side of Unalaska Island to the mouth of Makushin Bay. Atka

mackerel were observed on the water’'s surface near Outer Signal Island on the July 28. However,
subsequent underwater observations using both camera and SCUBA divers found no evidence of nesting
Atka mackerel at this location. Repeated diving and camera observations at numerous sites found no
evidence of Atka mackerel spawning or male nest-guarding in nearshore waters to depths of approximately
80 feet. However, male nest guarding of other hexagrammids (e.g., rock greéigkagrammos
lagocephalus) was observed by both the camera and SCUBA divers in these nearshore, rocky, high-current
areas.

Since early August is the time of peak spawning of Atka mackerel in the Aleutian Islands, our lack of success
in observing nest-guarding is more likely due to looking in the wrong place than to looking at the wrong time.

It is possible that they may spawn in deeper waters in the eastern Aleutian Islands than were investigated in
this project, or that for some reason, there are no spawning sites in this general area. It appears likely, based
on conversations with persons knowledgeable of the area and its history (e.g., Andy McCracken, John
Lucking, Dustin Dickerson, Bobby Storrs, and others), that Atka mackerel used to spawn in Unalga Pass.
However, it does not appear that spawning occurs here currently. These same individuals also mentioned
that nearshore areas where spawning may occur currently are located further west, particularly in Nazan Bay
on Atka Island and on the south and east sides of Amlia Island.

While no spawning aggregations or nesting areas for Atka mackerel were found during this first year,

considerable knowledge was gained about diving in the Aleutian Islands and how to survey nearshore areas
with camera and dive gear. Once located, surveys of Atka mackerel nesting areas could serve as indices of
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potential year-class size aswell asyield valuableinformation on thelife cycle of thisimportant commercial
and forage species. It isanticipated that additional funding will be sought to continue this research.

7. PROJECT: Effects of urban runoff on habitat capability in estuarine wetlands
Principal Investigators - Mitch Lorenz and K Koski (NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center - Auke Bay
Lab)

Estuarine wetlands are generally considered among the most productive habitats for fish that sustain the
worlds marine fisheries, yet little is known about their role in the productivity of FMP species for Alaska
fisheries. Such habitat is among the most threatened by anthropogenic affects and NMFS has increasing
responsibilities for its protection and restoration. In Alaska, nearly one half of the water bodies listed as
impaired are listed due to urban runoff, yet little is known about the effects of urban pollutants on estuaries
of impaired water bodies. By working in urban areas, both necessary research and community outreach can
be doneto devel op the awareness and support needed to effectively protect and restore essential fish habitat.

Project objectives are to: 1) Identify and describe the “essential fish habitat” necessary to foster productive
salmon populations in urban wetlands; 2) Explore poorly known habitat relationships of FMP species in
estuarine wetlands to improve understanding of “essential fish habitat;” 3) Continue community outreach
to develop public awareness and encourage public support for maintaining, protecting, and restoring
“essential fish habitat;” 4) Help to coordinate NMFS “essential fish habitat” policy development with
community-based visions for habitat protection and restoration.

Research done in 1998 established that FMP species use estuaries and tidal wetlands in both urban and rural
areas either continually or seasonally. Estuaries are critical for salmon rearing and migration and salmon are
particularly vulnerable to environmental change while in these habitats as their physiology makes drastic
changes between freshwater and marine environments. Other FMP species (e.g., yellowfin sole, rock sole,
starry flounder) and important forage species (sand lance, herring, eulachon, and many invertebrates) were
also abundant in estuarine wetlands. Spawning and rearing of many such species was observed in estuarine
wetlands studied in 1998.

Tasks such as water chemistry analysis, spatial habitat indexing, and groundtruthing for GIS interpretation
were not completed in FY98 due to funding limitations.
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CURRENT RESEARCH ON THE EFFECTS OF FISHING GEAR

on Seafloor Habitat in the North Pacific
by Jon Heifetz

Since 1996, the Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC) hasbeen conducting several studiesto specifically
addressthe effects of trawling on benthic organisms and their habitat. (Heifetz, 1997). A summary of some
of accomplishments of each of the major projectsduring 1996-98 isincluded below. After each project title,
the principal investigator and affiliation are identified.

Effects of Trawling on Seafloor Habitat and Associated I nvertebrate Taxa in the Gulf of Alaska
Principal Investigator - Lincoln Freese (Alaska Fisheries Science Center - Auke Bay Lab)

Effects of bottom trawling on “hard-bottom” (pebble, cobble, and boulder) seafloor were studied on the outer
continental shelf in the eastern Gulf of Alaska in August 1996. A chartered trawler was outfitted with a
Nor'eastern bottom trawl modified with 0.6-m tires in the boson and fitted with 0.45-m rockhopper discs and
steel bobbins along the wings. Eight sites
ranging in depth from approximately 200 80
to 250-m were subjected to a single trawl, 70 7
pass. A research submersible was theg 60
used to videotape each trawl path and g %0
nearby reference transect to obtairp 40 1
quantitative  data. Boulders wereg 30 -
displaced, and large epifaunalg 20
invertebrates were removed or damaged 10 1
by a single pass of the trawl (Figure 1). 0 -
These structural components of habitat

were the dominant features on the

™ igyre 1. Incidence of damage to epifaunal invertebrates caused by
seafloor. There was a significant decreégxgérimmtal trawling in the eastern Gulf of Alaska. Adapted from Freese

in density and an increase in damageytg (199g).
sponges and anthozoans in trawled versus
reference transects. Changes in density or damage to most motile invertebrates were not detected.

Vase Finger Sea whips Brittle stars Others
sponges sponges

Delayed mortality of apparently undamaged invertebrates may have resulted in greater impact than we
detected. Alternatively, over time some invertebrates may recover from damage. Accordingly, we returned
to the study sites with a research submersible in July 1997 and videotaped the trawl and reference transects.
Data from the videotape is currently being quantified. Striations on the seafloor caused by the trawl tire gear
were readily apparent one year post-trawl. Large erect sponges that were torn or overturned by the trawl
were also readily apparent and showed no visible signs of regrowth, and although damaged showed no signs
of delayed mortality. Preliminary examination of the videotape suggests no significant differences in
numbers of smaller sessile organisms or motile organisms between trawl and reference transects.
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Retrospective Analysis of Commercial Bottom Trawl Activity and Benthic Community Structurein
the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands

Principal Investigators - Catherine Coon and Thomas C. Shirley (University of Alaska Fairbanks), Jon
Heifetz (Alaska Fisheries Science Center - Auke Bay Lab

The spatial and temporal patterns of bottom trawl effort in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and Aleutian Islands
(Al) from 1990-1997 were analyzed. Haul data were obtained from the National Marine Fisheries Service

(NMFS) domestic observer database (NORPAC) and inéﬂ%%og?ar type, Tatitude, fongituderand RVIFS
regulatory and reporting areas. Trawl locations

were plotted by management and habitat areasin «» 80,000 = Number 105 *
ageographical information system (ARCVIEW- = —o— Density S
GIS). Trawl effort was projected as overall & 60000 1 704 @
bottom trawl activity by year and categorizedby 5 ’ 5
NMFSresearchstrata, International North Pacific 5 f T3 2
Fisheries Commission (INPFC) area, and <& 40,000 + 5
bathymetricrange. Thetotal numbersof observed % 102 g
towsfor 1990-1997 were 53,833 in the GOA and < 20,000 + 1 o1 o
32,643 in the Al. If expanded to include '
unobserved tows, the totals were estimated to be o L I, |_| } |_| — 0

100,012 in the GOA and 37,036 in the Al. The S
areas of the highest estimated number of bottom W
trawls was on the continental shelf at a depth of AL N
1-100 min the Al and at adepth of 101-200 min
the GOA. Within the GOA, density of bottom
tr.awls was 0_'31/km2 over all depths with the Figure 2. Estimated number and density (number per km?) of bottom trawl
highest density (0.56/km?) occurring on the haulsby depth stratain the Gulf of Alaska during 1990-97 based on the
continental slopeat adepth of 301-500 m (Figure domestic observer program.

2).

Depth (meters)

Areas of high bottom trawl density and low bottom trawl density are currently being compared using data
from the NMFS triennial research survey. Species composition data from the research trawls will be used
to describe attributes of community structure in areas of heavy and low trawl concentrations from similar
depths.

Trawl Impact Studiesin the Eastern Bering Sea
Principal Investigator - Robert A. McConnaughey (Alaska Fisheries Science Center - RACE Division)

Potential long-term (chronic) effects of bottom trawls on soft bottom benthos are being investigated by
comparing benthic populations and community structure in selected areas of the Eastern Bering Sea (EBS).
An historical analysis of commercial bottom trawl effort in the EBS (1933-95) identified pairs of heavily
fished (HF) and unfished (UF) stations straddling the boundary of atrawl exclusion zonein Bristol Bay. In
1996, megafauna were collected at 84 of these 1-nnv sites using a modified NMFS 83-112 bottom trawl.
Average water depth in the study areawas 48 m. Analysesindicated that megafauna populations at the HF
and UF sites were significantly different overall. More specifically, sedentary taxa (e.g. anemones, soft
corals, sponges, whelk eggs, ascidians) and empty shells were less abundant in the HF area, resulting in
reduced structural complexity of the seafloor. Mixed responses were observed in the crab, sea star, whelk
and bivalve groups, suggesting that responses to trawls are complex and may ultimately depend on the
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ecology of the organism. The sedentary community wasless diverse and more patchy in the HF area, while
no effects were detected in the motile and bivalve communities (McConnaughey et al., 1998).

In 1997, chronic effects of bottom trawls on infauna were investigated at 40 of the HF and UF stations
occupied during the 1996 megafauna study. Samples were collected with a0.1 m? Sutar van Veen grab.
Taxonomic processing to the family-level was completed in 1998, under contract with the University of
Alaska Fairbanks. All 40 samples have been archived, in the event genus- or species-level processing is
necessary. A total of 104 different families were represented in the samples. Multivariate and univariate
analyses of potential population and community-level effects are pending.

A general evaluation of procedures and gears required for studies of short-term (acute) trawl effects and
subsequent recovery of the benthoswas initiated in 1997 and continued in 1998. Sidescan sonar and video

surveys conducted in and around the study site revealed 0.5-1.5 m high sand waves (15-20 m wavel engths)

and prominent lineations characterized by bedform ripples (1-2 m wavelengths) (Marlow et al., 1998).
Analysisof physical attributes suggest these featureswere not the result of bottom trawls but, rather, reflect

a high level of (natural) disturbance of the seafloor by tidal currents and storm waves. The 1997 “pilot
study” also indicated a need for gear trials to evaluate options for real-time positioning of a bottom trawl
while fishing. This capability is essential if acute trawl effects (and benthic recovery) are to be evaluated
using superimposed sampling before and after commercial trawling. In May 1998, accuracies of three
acoustic positioning systems were evaluated in an underwater tracking range maintained by the U.S. Navy
in Puget Sound. Early analyses of these data indicate two of the three systems are suitable for bottom trawl
positioning. More detailed analyses are underway to identify performance characteristics that will affect the
final experimental design.

A Description of Seafloor Habitat in a Trawled Region and a Protected Region of the Central Gulf of
Alaska
Principal Investigator- Robert P. Stone (Alaska Fisheries Science Center - Auke Bay Lab)

During June 4-17, 1998 a manned submersible was used to observe the seafloor at two areas near Kodiak
Island that had been closed to bottom trawling since 1986. These areas were closed by the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council to assist in rebuilding severely depressed crab stocks. A bottom-trawl fishery
occurs adjacent to the closed areas for walleye pollock, flathead sole, butter sole, arrowtooth flounder,
Pacific cod, and several species of rockfish. The purpose of the study was to assess changes to the seafloor
caused by chronic, long-term trawling. Study objectives were to compare areas closed to trawling to areas
open to trawling to determine if differences exist for infauna composition, fish and invertebrate populations,
and substrate characteristics including grain-size composition, biogenic structures, and total organic carbon
content.

The two study sites selected were 160 km distant and extensive bottom trawling had occurred at both sites
in the last five years. Twenty four transects were completed and visual counts and observations were made
over 72 km of the seafloor. Each transect was 3000 m long and bisected the boundary between open and
protected areas. Three substrate samples were collected with a Shipek bottom sampler along each transect.
The seafloor at both sites was a relatively flat and unstructured bottom comprised of mostly fine sand and
silt interrupted only by dense beds of several species of sea whips. Evidence of bottom trawling (e.g., trawl
door furrows, broken sea whips) were observed at about one-third of the transects. Fish and invertebrates
observed from the submersible included adult and juvenile flatfish, weathervane scallops, juvenile Tanner
crabs, hermit crabs, sea anemones, sea stars, and sea whips. Video footage is currently being analyzed for
counts of fish and invertebrates in the trawled and non-trawled zones. Infauna composition, sediment grain
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size, and organic carbon content analyses are near completion. Future studies on the effects of trawling are
planned at these sites depending on the results of the 1998 study.

Fishing Impacts on Red-tree Coral (Primnoa spp.)

Principal Investigator - Ken Krieger (Alaska Fisheries Science Center - Auke Bay L ab)

In 1997 a manned submersible was used to observe bottom-trawl paths where coral was captured during
bottom-traw! surveys in 1990 and 1996. The objective of this study is to describe megafauna species
associated with coral, predation of coral by seastars, and damage of coral caused by abottom trawl. Trawl
paths at depths of 365 m and 260 m were identified by moved boulders and broken cora. Preliminary
analysis of data has been completed. At both sites, seven megafaunagroups were associated with Primnoa:
rockfish, seastars, nudibranchs, crinoids, basket stars, and shrimp. Of the 162 individual rockfish observed,
83% were associated with Primnoa. Sea stars consumed 45% of the coral polyps outside the trawl path at
one of the sites.

At the 365 m site, 13 large colonies of coral were observed and 8 of them were damaged by a bottom trawl.
Three of the colonieshad minor damage with 5-10% of the coral removed, and 5 col onies had major damage
with 95-99% of the coral removed. Overall 38% of the coral in the trawl path was estimated to have been
removed by asingletrawl-haul. Ninebroken piecesof coral were lying on the seafloor and all but 2 of the
pieces contained live polyps that covered 5-50% of the branches.

Evaluation of Acoustic Technology for Seabed Classification
Principal Investigator - Robert A. McConnaughey (Alaska Fisheries Science Center - RACE Division)

Synoptic information about the seabed is required to enhance basic descriptions of essential fish habitat

(EFH) and to support investigations of potential adverse effects of mobile fishing gear on EFH. To address

these needs scientists in cooperation with industry have been examining the feasibility of acoustic seabed
classification. In 1996, the QTC View seabed classification system was identified as the most appropriate
technology for NM FS applicationsand asingle unit was purchased. V ariousimplementation problemswere

resolved in 1996, including signal saturation (“clipping”) related to the high power output of the NMFS
Smrad EK-500 echosounder. Preliminary classification catalogs for the eastern Bering Sea were generated
during 1996 and field studies in Puget Sound, the Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska investigated operational
limits of this technology. At this time, reasonable associations between bathymetry and seabed class
suggested that continued R&D work was warranted.

In 1997 theQTC View system was deployed from thkller Freeman during gear trials in Puget Sound and

again in the Bering Sea during a routine hydroacoustic assessment of walleye pollock (Collins and
McConnaughey, 1998). In both cases, a classification catalog was developed and ground truth samples
collected. Grab samples were also collected to evaluate the accuracy of the acoustic classifications. As part
of athesis project (von Szalay, 1998), selected tracklines were repeatedly surveyed to evaluate classification
precision and potential effects of vessel speed. CalibratioQdCaView system ordinarily is an iterative
process that is hot complete for a given geographical area until all significant seafloor types have been
encountered. In heterogeneous areas with a cross-shelf gradient in seafloor properties, such as the Bering
Sea, this may require multiple cruises. In order to expedite implementation@FEhéew technology,

NMFS leased an ISAH-S hydrographic instrument from the QTC. The ISAH-S system uses classification
algorithms that are identical to tRE'C View system, but it alone is capable of storing “raw” acoustic data

and post-processing it. As such, data from a single survey can be ua€fdrew calibrationas well as

actual seabed classification. During Summer 1997, 7.7 million digitized echo returns were collected from
the Miller Freeman along a 14,000 km trackline in the Bering Sea (~150 gigabytes of data representing
approximately 4.5 million mof seabed). Acoustic data were collected at two frequencies (38 kHz and
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120kHz). A joint effort by the AFSC and the QTC in 1998 will processthese datato: (1) assessthe quality
of all ISAH-Sdatacollected during Miller Freeman cruise MF 97-08, (2) determine the optimum parameters
for acoustic classification of the Bering Sea seafloor using a QTC View system, (3) identify acoustically
distinct bottom types from the 38 and 120 kHz data sets, preferentially using unsupervised classification
methods, (4) determine the optimum operational scenario for seafloor classification at each frequency, (5)
producefinal habitat classification mapsfor the full 38 kHz and 120 kHz acoustic data sets, and (6) identify
primary and secondary sitesfor QTC View calibration and seafloor class groundtruthing in the Bering Sea.
To date, data quality has been assessed by the QTC and work on subsequent phases of the project is
underway. Approximately 100 grab samplescollected duringthiscruiseare currently undergoing laboratory
grain size analysis for identification of the unsupervised sediment classes.

Effectsof Trawling on Hard Bottom Habitat in the Aleutian |slands
Principal Investigator - Harold Zenger (Alaska Fisheries Science Center - RACE Division)

Gorgonian coralswere once amajor component of the bycatch of the Atkamackerel fishery in Seguam Pass
in the Aleutian Islands. However, after twenty years of intense fishing effort coral is now infrequently
caught. The studies objectives are: 1) examine whether the corals in the heavily trawled areas of Seguam
Pass are more damaged and |ess abundant than in nearby, lesstrawled, areas; and, 2) investigate whether fish
and invertebrates use coral forests for shelter. To meet these objectives, last spring, a towed underwater
camera apparatus was constructed based on a design developed by engineers and scientists at the CSIRO
Laboratory in Hobart, Tasmania. Thisapparatus usesunderwater lighting and acolor video camerato record
images of the targeted habitat. In towing attitude, distance above bottom is controlled by counterbalancing
flotation with theweight of adrag chain. Theelectronically controlled hydraulic winch usesel ectrical towing
cable, which transmits power and video signals. Live-feed video enables the operator to view the bottomand
to control the altitude of the camera body, using the remote winch controls.

Limited testing of the prototype occurred in Lake Washington and Puget Sound in early July, with
satisfactory results. Seatrialsand further testing occurred during a5-day period in early August inthe area
between Akutan and Umnak Islands in the eastern Aleutian region. Initialy, efforts were concentrated on
learning the capabilities of the camera and winch combination to function over a wide range of bottom
habitats and current conditions. Thirteen tows were completed in a variety of habitat types and current
conditions, during which 11 hours of digital video recordings were made. Viewed habitats ranged from
relatively flat, muddy bottom to high relief rock piles and pinnacles, in both low and high current areas.
Generally the quality of the video recordings was good, athough initially an emphasis was placed on
conserving the apparatus intact. Therefore parts of earlier tows were sometimes too high above the bottom
for good resolution of details. With increasing use, the apparatus was found to be quite robust and very
maneuverablein all but the most extreme currents. Thus video images became better as operator experience
increased. Due to early equipment failure the target area in Seguam Pass was not surveyed, but the
experience that was gained towing in various other areas was invaluable to define the capabilities of the
apparatus.
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MARINE PROTECTED AREAS
by Gretchen Harrington

MarineProtected Areas(MPA s) have been used asamanagement tool to protect biodiversity, habitats, viable
populations, and ecological processes. MPAs can also provide long-term research and education
opportunities, human uses, and existence value. MPAs are widely supported in the scientific literature,
because they implement the precautionary approach by reducing risk and hedging against uncertainties,
errors, and biasesin fisheries management, thus providing insurance against fishery collapses (Clark 1996,
Lauck et al. 1998, Agardy 1994, Holland and Brazee 1996, NRC 1998). In essence, MPAsare an ecosystem-
based management concept; they can be used to retain critical types and ranges of natural variation in
ecosystems (the “golden rule” of Holling and Meffe 1996).

The World Conservation Union (IUCN 1988) defines a MPA as any area of intertidal or sub-tidal terrain,
together with it overlaying water and associated flora, fauna, historical and cultural features, which has been
reserved by law or other effective means to protect part or all of the enclosed environment. The National
Research Council (1998) defines a MPA as: “a spatially defined area in which all populations are free from
exploitation.” Whether a MPA allows some harvesting of resources, or establishes a “no-take” reserve, all
MPAs should prohibit ocean dumping, dredging or exploration for and development of non-renewable
resources.

MPAs can range from strict preservation of species, habitats, and ecosystems and their natural processes to
an integrated resource management regime that allows explicitly defined activities such as commercial
fishing. The design of a MPA depends on the site specific circumstances. There are a number of MPA types,
depending on their design. These include no-take MPA'’s, harvest refugia, marine sanctuaries, marine
reserves, multiple use MPAs, multiple objective MPAs, moving area closures, and MPA networks.

Goals of MPAs

MPAs can be an effective fishery management tool, especially when combined with other measures. The
reasons for establishing MPA are diverse and situation specific. In general, MPA’s are a management tool
to protect the natural environment from “serious” human impacts. Being able to define/measure “serious”,
however, is the crux of the matter. There are two main sources of human impacts on fishery resources: 1)
pollutions which affect the aquatic environment and in turn affects the fishery resources (especially early life
history stages and nursery areas), and 2) overfishing (excessive removals and concomitant habitat
alternations (positive or negative)). MPAs can be effective in achieving the following:

Ecosystem ProtectioMPAs can preserve marine ecosystems (or representative ecosystems), ecological
processes, and special natural features in their natural state and provide reference sites and benchmarks for
continued monitoring of ecosystem integrity, structure, and function (Lauck et al. 1998, Ballantine 1995a).

Biodiversity Protection MPAs can protect marine biodiversity (genetic diversity) by choosing MPAs that
represent components of biodiversity, that provide viable self-sustaining entities which act as store
houses/safe houses for reintroduction and rehabilitation, and that maintain ecological processes that underpin
the biological diversity of a region.

Habitat ProtectionMPAS can protect sensitive habitat types, nursery and settlement habitats (Roberts 1997,
Rowley 1994), and protect and conserve Essential Fish Habitat (Langton et al. 1996).
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Enhancing Fisheries: Spatial refuges can be an important tool of fisheries management to prevent
overfishing, provide stock replenishment, contribute to improved fishery yields, and eval uate management

success. MPAsareal so established to protect essential life stagesof commercial species, spawning grounds,

and other areas critical to the viability of the stock. “Protected areas can serve as a hedge against inevitable
management limitations, thus greatly enhancing the long-term sustainable exploitation of fisheries resources.
Marine reserves would also provide an escape from the need of ever more detailed and expensive stock
assessments and would be invaluable in the rehabilitation of depleted stocks” (Lauck et al. 1998).

Theoretically, MPAs can also serve as a source for replenishing exploited stocks and provide refuges to
maintain stocks of vulnerable species. MPAs are thought to enhance fisheries in two ways: larval dispersal
and migration (‘spillover’). MPAs can increase reproductive biomass of fish species and increase the size
of the individual fish inside the reserve, and these fish then, through larval dispersal and migration or
‘spillover’ replenish the fisheries outside the reserve (Roberts 1997). Lauck et al. (1998), using a single
species model, show that marine reserves can provide protection for a stock and higher long-term catch of
the stock outside the reserve. Rowley (1994) provides case studies where reggyoes denser
populations of larger individuals than are found outside the reserve. These populations were shown to
‘spillover’ into fisheries near the reserve boundaries.

Scientific ResearchMPAs provide opportunities for scientific research on marine ecosystems, organisms,
and special features (Lauck et al. 1998, Allison et al. 1998). MPAs can provide an ecological benchmark,
a baseline, and scientific control from which to conduct scientific research to expand knowledge and
understanding of marine ecosystems (Ballantine 1995a).

Recreation, Tourism, EducatioMPAs can provide recreation, tourism, and educational opportunities.

Limitations of MPAs

Although MPAs are widelyupported in the literature, the actual benefits of MPA have not been clearly
documented. Thisis mainly due to the lack of clearly defined management objectives and lack of monitoring
and evaluation (Allison et al. 1998, McArdel 1997). There are also some serious limitations of MPAs
(Allison et al. 1998). MPAs cannot protect against threats like contamination by chemicals, dispersive
pollutants, disease epidemics, or the spread of exotic species. MPAs cannot encompass fundamental
oceanographic processes or mitigate the effects of episodic climatic events and climatic change. Nor can
MPAs protect all life stages of many species, especially species with both planktonic larvae and pelagic
adults.

For the effectiveness of the reserves to be judged, the goals of establishing a MPA and the problems
addressed by the action must be explicit at the onset of planning (Allison et alTh&9%8yay 1997). This

process includes identifying the base-line data needed to select the site, the expected level of success, and
how the MPA will be evaluated. Scientific justification of reserve design and implementation is necessary

to effectively attain conservation objectives, although there is debate how much scientific knowledge is
required to establish a MPA (Langton et al. 1996, Auster et al. 1997, Steneck et al. 1997). Dayton (1998)
addresses this problem by arguing that the burden of proof should be shifted from the scientific justification
for why the area should be protected to justification that the activities cause no harm to the area.

Criteriafor MPA Selection

The first step in creating an effective MPA is to specify explicit goals and objectives. The next step is to
gather the preliminary information required for effective design of the MPA that achieves these goals and
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objectives. To beeffective, extensiveresearch isrequired beforeaMPA isestablished. Thedesign criteria

of the MPA issituation specific and depends on the scientific information available and social, political, and

economic considerations (Lauck et al 1998, Allison et al 1998). The design criteria — size, number, shape,
location, restrictions — are then determined by the accumulated research. The criteria and reserve design
should be responsive and flexible to change according to new scientific information or changing conditions
(Rowley 1994, Agardy 1994, Roberts 1997). For example, if the goal was to create a MPA that protected
juvenile red king crab settlement habitat, then preliminary scientific information would be gathered that
identified things like the characteristics of the required habitat, the locations of that habitat type. Once the
locations of juvenile crab settlement habitats are identified, potential sites for MPA are chosen and criteria,
such as size, shape, number of reserves, and restrictions, are developed.

The size and shape of a MPA shouldbre
determined by objectives and by the sc id

of threats to the ecosystem, habitats, aR¢hgeographic importance:  Rare biogeographic qualities or types.

pesof criteriafor selection of MPAs (Thackway 1997).

species’ populations. Some authonsaturaness: Extent to which the area has been protected
predict that an MPA should encompgss fromhumenimpacts.
from 20% (Ballantine 1997) to 50% rEc:ologlcal importance: Threatened or rare habitat; diversity;

f th . | 'habi representativeness, habitat for threatened,
more of the species usual habitat to|be endangered or rare species; effectiveness;
effective as a hedge againgt regional significance; size; rarity; fragility;
overexploitation (Clark 1996) o ecolagical/ geographical |ocation; importance
encompass  50% of - the —origingl conomic importance: E)nv;ggcl'lff';at::%ﬁ??)c?on (existing and/or

. IC | 3 1T1 1outi 1St
population (Lauck et al. 1_998_, Roberts potentidl): recreetion and tourism;

MPA were to protect species from important species.
overfishing, the MPA must be |argeSociaIimportance: Unspecified contribution (existing and/or
enough to retain a large portion of the potential); valueto local, national and

. L international communities; education;
population of the protected individuals historical and archaeological values;
within it for long enough for the effects community stewardship; aesthetic values;
of protection to be realized (Rowlgy cultural resources.

1994). To protect genetic diversity )f\/lanagement/planning: Practicality/feasibility; consideration of

I lati d id lati buffers and boundaries; accessibility; risks and
small populations and avoid populatipn threstening processes; chape.

crashes, reserves should be large enqugientific importance: Monitoring history/research investment.
to maintain large breeding populations|dfevel of significance: Areais listed asimportant to national and/or
species of concern (Holling and Meffe international community.

1996). Ideally, a MPA should be large

enough to protect the resource in the event of overfishing outside the MPA. The information needs would
then include knowing the individual movement rates (daily, seasonal, migratory, larval transport) of the
species and extent of fishing pressure outside the reserve. The practical size will also be determined by
social and economic constraints.

The other consideration of reserve design is establishing a network or system of reserves that work together
to protect representative ecosystems or representatives of all types of ecosystems in a given region.
Ballantine (1997, 1995a) advocates for a network of reserves that represent of all biogeographic and major
ecological systems because protected areas do not function in isolation from their surroundings.
Monitoring and Enfor cement

One of the main objectives for establishing a MPA is for long-term scientific research to answer critical
questions that range from concerns about the species of interest to ecosystem function, fundamental
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processes, and community interactions. Accordingto Allison et al. (1998), reservestreated as experiments
may bethe most effective method of filling knowledge gaps. Besidesproviding vital knowledge, monitoring
needsto be conducted to determineif the M PA iseffectivein achieving the established goal sand obj ectives.
The optimal monitoring programswould collect data directly applicable to evaluating reserve effectiveness
(Allison et a 1998). Monitoring provides a feedback loop so that management can be responsive to
environmental changes and new knowledge (Agardy 1994). Rowley (1994) points out that understanding
the effects of thereserve requires baselineinformation from beforethe areawasprotected. Also, MPAscan
provide an ecol ogical baseline and scientific control from which to evaluate management actions outsidethe
reserve and the effects of the reserve on the outside system. Along with monitoring, adequate enforcement
isvital for an effective reserve (Clark 1996, Lauck et a. 1998).

Case Studies

MPA have been established in different parts of the world, from Australia to British Columbia.
Governmental and Non—governmental organization web sites are useful places to beantlze MPA
programs, symposiums and workshops around the world. Some examples of useful web sites are included
below.

Canada MPAs in Canada are part of the national strategy for sustainable development, integrated
management, and precautionary approaches. Canada’s National Marine Protected Area Program’s Internet
site, http://habitat.pac.dfo.ca/, contains a complete description of Canada’'s MPA program. MPAs are
established under Canad®seans Act (Section 35: see Appendix A), which states that a marine protected
area is an area of sea that forms part of the internal waters of Canada, the territorial sea of Canada or the
exclusive economic zone of Canada; and has been designated under this section for special protection for
one or more of the following purposes:

(a) conservation and protection of commercial and non-commercial fisheries resources, including
marine mammals and their habitats;

(b) conservation and protection of endangered or threatened marine species, and their habitats;

(c) conservation and protection of unique habitats;

(d) conservation and protection of marine areas of high biodiversity or biological productivity;

(e) conservation and protection of any other marine resource or habitat as is necessary to fulfill the
mandate of the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans.

Australia Approximately 300, or one third of the world’'s MPAs, have been established in Australia. An
overview of Australia’s MPAs is available on the Internet at: http://www.environment.gov.au/portfolio/
esd/coast_marine/or2000/seanotes/mpa.html. Currently, the Australian government is working on creating
a coordinated nationwide system of MPA that will protect areas representative of all major ecological
regions. Environment Australia’s Ocean Rescue 2000 Wwogkdeveloping Australia’s Representative
System of MPAs, discusses developing national criteria and guidelines for the identification and selection
of a representative system of MPAs. The workshop proceedings are available at: Http://www.erin.gov.au/
portfolio/esd/coast_marine/or2000/mpa.

California McArdle (1997) compiled a centralized source for information on California’s 104 MPAs that
provides the purposes, locations, and regulations for each MPA. NOAA Pacific Fisheries Environmental
Laboratory is conducting research on habitat refugias for west coast rockfish. Proceedings from the Marine
Harvest Refugia for West Coast Rockfish: A Workshop are available at http://www.pfeg.noaa.gov/
whats_new/refugia_index.html. According to the executive summary, “the objectives of the workshop were
to (i) assess the current and future needs, benefits, and implementation of harvest refugia to protect and
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manage rockfish populations, and (ii) develop recommendations for establishing and monitoring rockfish
refugia on the west coast.”

International There is a lot of work on the international level for the promotion and coordination of MPAs.
UNESCO'’s Man and the Biosphere Programme aids countries in establishing biosphere reserves with the
goals of conservation, research, and sustainable development. Biosphere reserves include three levels of
protected areas, a highly protected core, less protected buffer zones and a least protected transition zone.
Australia’s Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is an example of a biosphere reserve (Sobel 1993). Also, the
IUCN Protected Areas Programme, the World Commission on Protected Areas, and the World Bank all
provide assistance for the development and coordination of MPAs.
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SEABIRDS
by Vivian Mendenhall

Status and trophic relationships of seabirds-Alaska supports North America’s greatest concentration of
seabirds, owing to its productive marine waters and abundant nesting habitat. Approximately 38 seabird
speciesnest in Alaska, including 36 million birdsat 470 coloniesinthe BS/Al and 12 million birdsat 20,000
coloniesin the GOA. In addition, up to 50 million shearwaters and 3 albatross species feed in Alaskan
waters but breed farther south. Characteristics of seabird biology include delayed maturity, long life, low
reproductiverates, and dependence on the seaastheir source of food. The status of most seabird populations
isunknown. For those popul ations monitored, most are generally stable, whereasin somelocations, species
may be increasing or decreasing. Attached Tables 1-3 list recent population trends for Alaskan seabirds.

One seabird speciesthat enters Alaskan waters, the Short-tailed Albatross, isendangered. Theentireworld
population in 1995 was estimated as 800 birds; 350 adults breed on two small islands near Japan (H.
Hasegawa, pers. comm.). The population is growing but is still critically endangered because of its small
size and restricted breeding range. NMFS has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
concerning possi bleimpacts of groundfish fisherieson Short-tailed Albatross popul ations, asrequired by the
Endangered Species Act. USFWS hasissued aBiological Opinion that permits a small incidental take of
Short-tailed Albatrosses (as of February 1997, the permitted take is 4 birds in two years). Bycatch of
albatrossesis discussed further below.

Most population trends in high-latitude seabirds have been associated with changes in food availability
(Birkhead and Furness 1985; Piatt and Anderson 1996). Other threats can affect seabird populationslocally.
The most serious of these in Alaska has been (and remains) the introduction of alien predators, both foxes
(Bailey 1993) and rats from vessels (Loy 1993). Oil spills may cause declines in some colonies, but even
the Exxon Valdez spill may have affected populations less than changesin food supply and habitat (Hatch
and Piatt 1995, Piatt and Anderson 1996).

Seabirds obtain their food at sea by picking prey from the surface or by diving and pursuing it underwater.
Forage fish are the principal diet of more than two thirds of Alaskan seabird species (reviewed in NPFMC
1996). Capelin and sandlance are crucia to many bird species; other forage fish include Myctophids,
herring, Pacific saury, and walleye pollock. Many seabirds can subsist on avariety of invertebratesand fish
during non-breeding months but can raise their nestlings only on forage fish (Sanger 1987; Vermeer et .
1987).

Seabird population trends are largely determined by forage fish availability (Birkhead and Furness 1985).
Although seabirds are adapted to occasional years of poor reproduction, along-term scarcity of foragefish
leads to population declines, usually through breeding failure rather than adult mortality. Seabirds depend
onforagefish that are small (5to 20 cm), highin energy content, and form school s within efficient foraging
range of the breeding colony. Seabirds such as kittiwakes and terns can take prey only when they are
concentrated at the surface. These species are affected more frequently by food shortage than are diving
seabirds such as murres, murrelets, puffins, and cormorants. Although Alaskan seabirds consume several
species of fish, only one or two forage species are available near most colonies. If an important fish stock
is depleted locally, birds may have no alternative and breeding fails (Springer 1991).

Ecological interactions between seabirds and fisheries- Fisheries and seabirds compete for forage fish,
but this interaction is difficult to evaluate. Climatic fluctuations cause major fluctuations in seabird food
resources (Wooster 1993), but fisheriesal so contributeto someforagefish trends (Duffy 1983; Steele 1991).
Pollock and herring arethe only food species of Alaskan seabirdsfor which therearelargedirected fisheries.

Ecochapt.99 38 November 1998



Thepollock fishery may haveimpacted thisfood source by temporarily depleting local forage concentrations
on which breeding birds depend near their colonies (Franciset al. 1996). There may also have been indirect
ecosystem effects on other forage species (Franciset al. 1996; Piatt and Anderson 1996). Directimpactson
important seabird forage species in most parts of Alaska, such as capelin and sand lance, were minimized
by Amendments 36/39, which prohibit directed fisheries for these species.

Fisheries and seabirds may interact through the food chain in other ways. Fish processing provides food
directly to scavenging species such as Northern Fulmars and large gulls. This can benefit populations of
some species, but it can be detrimental to otherswhich gulls may displace or prey upon (Furnessand Ainley
1984). Impactsof seabird predation onfish popul ationshave variously been estimated asminor to significant
(reviewed by Croxall 1987). Thewaysinwhich food availability for seabirdsis determined by fluctuations
infish stocksare till very incompletely understood. However, understanding of these ecosystem processes
is beginning to improve at present.

Bycatch of seabirds

Seabirds are caught incidentally to all types of fishing operations. However, longlines are more hazardous
to birdsthan other groundfish gear. Longlinescatch surface-feeding seabirdsasthey attempt to capturebaits
during setting of the line. Some birds are caught on hooks and drown. Some take of birds also occursin
trawls and pots, and through striking the superstructure of vessels. Inshore fisheries also take seabirds.
Gillnets catch both surface-feeders and diving birds (Wynne et al. 1991, 1992); bycatch in seines has been
reported anecdotally but never investigated. Bycatch of seabirdsin groundfish fisheries has been monitored
by fishery observerssince 1990. Since 1993, observershavebeentrained by USFWS identify birdsto genus
or species. Birdsfoundinthe observers random samplesarereported on standard bycatch forms; inaddition,
Short-tailed Albatrosses are reported whenever they are caught. A preliminary rough estimate of average
annual mortality of seabirdsin groundfish fisheries (Wohl et al. 1995) is 9,600 birds.

Several Short-tailed Albatrosses were reported caught in the longline fishery since 1990: two in 1995, one
in October 1996, and two in October 1998. Both 1995 birds were caught in the vicinity of Unimak Passand
were taken outside the observers' statistical samples; the 1996 bird was caught near the Pribilof Islandsin
an observer’s sample. Details of the 1998 incidents are included in the 98-108 NMFS Information Bulletin
(see attached).

Measuresto deter birdsfrom approaching longline gear have been required for Alaskan groundfish fisheries
since April 1997. Similar regulations are being drafted for the halibut fishery. Fishers are contributing to
the development of deterrent devices for Alaskan waters, as provided for in the regulations. NMFS is
currently designing a study to document the effectiveness of various deterrent devices in Alaskan waters.
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INFORMATION BULLETIN (98-108) October 22, 1998
Protected Resources Division
907-586-7235

NMFS REPORTS THE INCIDENTAL TAKE OF 2 SHORT-TAILED ALBATROSSES
IN THE BSAI HOOK-AND-LINE GROUNDFISH FISHERY

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reports the incidental take of 2 endangered short-tailed
albatrossesin the hook-and-line groundfish fishery of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI). Thefirstbird
was taken on September 21, 1998 at 57 30'N, 173 57’W. The bird had identifying leg bands from its natal
breeding colony in Japan. It was8yearsold. Inaseparateincident, one short-tailed albatross was observed
taken on September 28, 1998 at 58 27'N, 175 16'W but the specimen was not able to be retained.
Identification of the bird was confirmed by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) seabird experts. The
confirmation was based upon the observer’s description of key characteristicsthat matched that of a subadult
short-tailed albatross to the exclusion of all other species. A second albatross was al so taken on September
28 but the species could not be confirmed (3 species of albatross occur in the North Pacific). Both vessels
were using seabird avoidance measures when the birds were hooked, according to Jim Balsiger, Acting
Administrator, Alaska Region, NMFS.

The current world population of the endangered short-tailed albatross is approximately 1000 individuals.
Theshort-tailed albatrossis protected by the Endangered SpeciesAct (ESA) and under thelaw, anincidental
take level of 4 birdsisallowed during the 2-year period of 1997 and 1998 for the BSAI and Gulf of Alaska
(GOA) hook-and-line groundfish fisheries. If the incidental take limit is exceeded during that time, any
operations causing such take must cease pending reinitiation of consultation with the USFWS.

The NMFS Regional Office, NMFS Groundfish Observer Program, and the USFWS Offices of Ecological
Services and Migratory Bird Management are actively coordinating efforts and communicating with each
other in response to these take incidents and are complying to the fullest extent with ESA requirements to
protect thisspecies. To assist in this coordinated effort, NMFS urges hook-and-line vessel operatorsto use
great caution whenfishingintheseareasor when short-tailed albatrossare sighted. NMFSremindsoperators
of al hook-and-line vessels in the BSAI and GOA that they are required to employ multiple seabird
avoidance measures:

Baited hooks must sink as soon asthey are put in thewater. This may best be achieved by weights
applied to the groundline at frequent intervals.

If offal is discharged while gear is being set or hauled, it must be done in a manner that distracts
seabirds from baited hooks. The discharge site must be either aft of the hauling station or on the
opposite side of the vessel from the hauling station.

Make every reasonable effort to ensure that birds brought on board alive are released alive and that
whenever possible, hooks are removed without jeopardizing the life of the birds.

For vessels greater than or equal to 26 ft length overall, the vessel operator must also employ one or more
of the following measures:

Tow astreamer line or lines during deployment of gear to prevent birds from taking hooks;
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Tow abuoy, board, stick, or other device during deployment of gear at a distance appropriate to
prevent birds from taking hooks,

Deploy hooks underwater through alining tube at a depth sufficient to prevent birds from settling
on hooks during deployment of gear; or

Deploy gear only during the hours specified at 50 CFR 679.24(e)(3)(iv), i.e. night-setting, using only
the minimum vessel’s lights necessary for safety.

Towed avoidance devices seem to be most effective when they are deployed directly over the hook-and-line
gear and when they extend far enough behind the stern of the vessel such that baited hooks sink degp enough
before they reach the end of the towed device or the end of the streamer line and thus cannot be reached by
birds. This information bulletin provides information about regulations at 50 CFR Parts 679.24(e) and
679.42(b)(2). Seethese citesfor the specific regulations.
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Table 1. Recent population trends of breeding Alaskan seabirds: Fulmar, storm-petrels, cormorants, and
gulls. Increase: +; Stable: O; Decline: --; trend unknown: ?; Species not present: blank.

Other notes: Trends are shown for the last 5 years, for species monitored over 4 or more years. Seetext for earlier trends. Each area
covers about 500km of coast and includes 1 or more monitoring sites. If trends vary among coloniesin area, trend is shown for
overall population of area. No information on trends exists for double-crested cormorants gulls other than glaucous-winged gull,

or jaegers. Trendsin albatrosses and shearwaters are described in text. For sources, see text.

Glaucous-
Northern Pelagic Red-faced | winged
Fulmar Storm-Petrels | Cormorant | Cormorant | Gull
Chukchi Sea 2
N. Bering Sea + ?
Central & SE Bering Sea + ? 0 ?
Bristol Bay + - ?
W. Aleutians + - ? -
C. Aleutians ? + ? ? ?
E. Aleutians + - - 0
W. Gulf of Alaska ? ? ? ? ?
N. Gulf of Alaska ? - - 0
SE Alaska + + +
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Table 2. Recent population trends of Alaskan seabirds: Kittiwakes, murres, and guillemots. Increase: +;
Stable: O0; Decline: --; trend unknown: ?; Species not present: blank.

Other notes: Trends are shown for thelast 5 years, for species monitored over 4 or moreyears. Seetext for earlier trends. Each area
covers about 500km of coast and includes 1 or more monitoring sites. If trends vary among coloniesin area, trend is shown for
overall population of area. No information on trends exists for terns or black guillemot. For sources, see text.

Black- Red- Thick-

legged legged Common billed Pigeon

Kittiwake Kittiwake | Murre Murre Guillemot
Chukchi Sea 0 + +
N. Bering Sea 0 0 - ?
Central & SE Bering Sea 0 0 + 0 ?
Bristol Bay 0 0 ?
W. Aleutians + 0 ? + ?
C. Aleutians 0 ? ? ?
E. Aleutians ? 0 0 ?
W. Gulf of Alaska ? ? ? ?
N. Gulf of Alaska 0 + -
SE Alaska N 2
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Table 3. Recent population trends of Alaskan seabirds: Auklets, murrelets, and puffins. Increase: +; Stable:
0; Decline: --; Trend unknown: ?; Species not present: blank.

Other notes: Trends are shown for thelast 5 years, for speciesmonitored over 4 or moreyears. Seetext for earlier trends. Each area
covers about 500km of coast and includes 1 or more monitoring sites. If trends vary among coloniesin area, trend is shown for
overal population of area. No information on trends exists for other auklets, ancient murrelet, rhinoceros auklet, or horned puffin.

For sources, see text.

Least Crested Kittlitz's Marbled Tufted

Auklet Auklet Murrelet Murrelet Puffin
Chukchi Sea ? ?
N. Bering Sea ? ? ? ?
Central & SE Bering Sea ? ? ?
Bristol Bay ? ? ?
W. Aleutians ? ? ? ? ?
C. Aleutians - 0 ? ? ?
E. Aleutians ? ? ? ? +
W. Gulf of Alaska ? ? ? ? ?
N. Gulf of Alaska - 0 0
SE Alaska ? ? ?
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MARINE MAMMALS
by John Sease and Rich Ferrero

Harbor seals--During 1998, the National Marine Mammal L aboratory conducted aerial assessment surveys
for harbor seals(Phocavitulinarichardsi) in the southern portion of southeast Alaska, from Frederick Sound
to the US/Canadian border. Thenorthern portion of southeast Alaskawas surveyedin 1997. Two observers
worked out of Petersburg and 5 observers used Ketchikan astheir base of operations. From 18-28 August,
the entire coastline was surveyed from small, single-engine aircraft equipped with floats, at an altitude of
200-250 m (700-800 ft.). Observers estimated the number of seals hauled out and took photographs of al

seal haulouts. More accurate counts from the photos will be made at NMML during the fall. Resultsfrom
the two surveys will be combined to produce an overall estimate for Southeast Alaska.

When seals are censused from the air, an unknown number of seals are in the water and not present at the
haulout sites. A companion project to the assessment surveysis devel opment of a correction factor for each
haul out type (rocky, sandy, and ice) to account for seals not present at the time of the census surveys. This
isaccomplished by capturing 20-40 seals and attaching asmall VHF radio transmitter to theleft rear flipper.
The proportion of radio-tagged seals hauled during subsequent surveys should be representative of all seals
at the haulout. The resulting correction factor is then applied to the population estimates derived in the
assessment analysis. The estimates are then adjusted upwards to account for those seals not present during
the aerial census surveys.

Correctionfactorshave been devel oped previously for seal shauling out on rocky and sandy substrates. Little
is known about the seals hauling out on glacial ice since no one has been able to successfully capture one.
TheNMML devel oped new capturetechniques using avariety of net material sand typesand net depl oyment
methods. In early August, the NMML successfully captured 19 seals at Aialik and Peterson Glaciersin the
Kena Fiords National Park near Seward, Alaska. We tracked the movements of these radio-tagged seals
from aircraft (22 August - 2 September) and remote data collection computers (19 August to about 8
October). Thesedatawill beanalyzed duringthefall and winter. Resultsfrom the assessment and correction
factor surveyswill be used to estimate the number of harbor sealsin Alaskaand determine key components
used in the NMFS annual stock assessment report.

Northern fur seals--Northern fur seals (Callorhinus ursinus) were listed as depleted in 1988 under the
Marine Mammal Protection Act. Much of theresearch effort for fur sealstakes place on the Pribil of Islands
(St. Paul and St. George). The NMML conducts counts of adult males (bulls) annually, and counts of pups
biennially. Analysis of the 1998 bull and pup counts is not completed, but preliminary results suggest a
slight decrease in fur seal numbers on both of the Pribilof Islands. From 1996 to 1997 the total number of
adult males on the Pribilof Islands decreased by 5.4%. Because of the high variability in these counts,
however, several more years of data are needed to determineif atrend exists. The total estimated number
of pups born on St. Paul Island in 1996 (170,125) was not significantly different from the 1990, 1992, and
1994 estimates. The 1996 estimate of number of pups born on St. George Iland (27,385) suggested that a
downward population trend observed on the Island since the mid-80s may have abated. However,
preliminary data collected in 1998 indicate that pup numbers have decreased again.

Belugawhales-TheNMML flew aerial surveysof theisolated stock of belugawhalesin Cook Inlet, Alaska,
during June/July of 1993-98. Thisincluded nearly 100% of the coastal areaseach year, and with theaddition
of offshore transects, systematic searches encompassed 13-29% of the entire inlet. Beluga whales were
concentrated in afew dense groupsin shallow areas near river mouthsin the northern portion of upper Cook
Inlet. Very few belugas occurred elsewhere. Over the past three decades, there have been decreases in
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sightings of beluga whales both in offshore areas and in lower Cook Inlet. Since 1995, there have been no
sightings in our surveys south of the upper inlet.

Steller sealions--NMFS and ADF& G conducted surveys of Steller sealion pups and non-pups during June
and July 1998 from Southeast Alaska to the western Aleutian Islands. Although 1998 was a range-wide
survey year, results are not yet available for areas outside of Alaska.

In general, numbers of non-pups in the western stock (west of 144°W) continued to decline in 1998. In the
Kenai to Kiska area, non-pup numbers at trend sitesdsed by 12.8% from 1994 to 1998 (18,713 to
16,315) and 8.9% (17,900 to 16,315) from 1996 to 1998 (Table 2). This compares to a Kenai to Kiska
decline of 4.6% from 1994 to 1996. The Aleutian Islands as a whole declined by 7.3% from 1996 to 1998,
as compared to a marginal increasg.{%) from 1994 to 1996. Combined, the western and central Gulf

of Alaska declined 12.4% from 1996 to 1998, and 4.0% fre@v101998. The central Aleutian Islands
(Islands of Four Mountains to Kiska) was the one area that did show a marginal ine#e2%&)(from 1996

to 1998.

Although the numbers for Southeast Alaska show a decline, only 18 sites were surveyed in 1998, and other
indications, particularly pup count results (below) suggest that the population in this areas is stable. Survey
coverage in the eastern Gulf of Alaska was too incomplete to provide a reliable trend for non-pups.

NMFS and ADF&G conducted counts of Steller sea lion pups at all rookeries in Alaska, from the Forrester
Complex in Southeast Alaska to Attu Island in the western Aleutian Islands during 19 June to 5 July 1998.
Since 1994, the last range-wide pup counts, pup numbers decreased by 10.8% (from 14,198 pups to 12,670)
at all rookeries (Table 2). For the western stock (reflected by the counts from Kenai to Kiska) the decline
was 19.1% over 4 years. In general, pup numbers were up slightly in parts of the central Aleutian Islands
(8 rookeries from Seguam Island to the Delarof Islands), but down elsewhere. Rookeries in the western
Aleutian Islands (particularly those in the Near Islands: 3 rookeries at Attu and Agattu islands) were counted
completely for the first time in 1997. Pup numbers at these three rookeries declined by 18.0% in one year
(979 pups to 803 pups). The 2 rookeries in the eastern Gulf of Alaska declined 23.7% from 1994 to 1998,
but increased 13% from 1997 (610 pups to 689). Pup numbers in Southeast Alaska have increased 12.3%
from 1994, but showed little change from 1997 to 1998.

Harbor porpoise and Dall's porpoise Researchersfromthe NOAA National MarineMammal L aboratory
conducted line transect aerial surveys for harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) and Dall’'s porpoise
(Phocoenoides dalli) from 27 May to 28 July 1998 in the Gulf of Alaska (offshore waters from Cape
Suckling to Unimak Pass), Prince William Sound, and Shelikof Strait. The survey aircraft was a Twin Otter
flown at an altitude of 500 ft and an airspeed of 100 knots. Sawtooth lines covered the offshore waters from
Cape Suckling to Unimak Pass (offshore of Kodiak Island) from about 15 nmi seaward to the 1,000 fathom
line. A series of zigzag lines covered Shelikof Strait, between the Alaska Peninsula and Kodiak Island.
Larger inlets and bays were also included in the survey. The survey in Prince William Sound consisted of
two lines: one covering the central waters and one along the coast with extensions into selected inlets. Two
primary observers surveyed from bubble window®ach side of the aircraft. A third observer, viewing
directly beneath the aircraft from a belly window, recorded porpoises missed on the trackline by the primary
observers.

Poor weather restricted the completion of the entire planned survey. Survey lines were completed in Prince
William Sound and an adequate number of survey miles were completed offshore from Cape Suckling west
along the Kenai Peninsula, offshore of Kodiak Island, west to Sutwik Island (Alaska Peninsula), and in
Shelikof Strait. We flew a total of 5,722 nm, with sightings of 83 harbor porpoise, 69 Dall’s porpoise, 13
killer whales, 47 humpback whales, 24 fin whales, 1 Cuvier’s beaked whale, 25 harbor seals, 20 Steller sea
lions, and 1 northern fur seal. We will use these data to estimate annual abundance of harbor porpoise and
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Dall's porpoise, which is one of the key pieces of information needed to manage marine mammal-fishery
interactions, as required under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. A report will be available by June 1999.
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Tablel. Counts of non-pup Steller sea lions at Trend Sites (rookeries and haulouts) during aeria
surveysin Alaska, 1994 to 1998.

Non-pup counts at Trend Sites Percent change
Region 1994 1996 1998 1994-98 1996-98
 Western Aleutian ISlands | 2087 2190 118 |8t 12
Central Aleutian Islands 5,790 5,528 5,761 <1% +4.2
Festem Aledtian Idlands | AA2L A6 ] 384 130 A
Western Gulf of Alaska 3,982 3,741 3,361 -15.6 -10.2
Central Gulf of Alaska 4,520 3,915 3,346 -26.0 -14.5
Kenai to Kiska subtotal 18,713 17,900 16,315 -12.8 -89

Table2. Counts of Steller sealion pupsin Alaska, 1994 to 1998.

No. of Percent change
Region rookeries 1994 1997 1998 94-98 97-98
Western Aleutian Islands 4 979 803 -18.0
Central Aleutian Islands 16 3,162 2,862 -9.5
Eastern Aleutian Islands 6 1,870 1,516 -18.9
Western Gulf of Alaska 4 1,662 1,493 -10.2
Central Gulf of Alaska 5 2,831 1,876 -33.7
Eastern Gulf of Alaska 2 903 610 689 -23.7 +13.0
Western Stock subtotal 33 10,428 8,436 -19.1
(Kiskato Seal Rocks)
Southeast Alaska 3 3,770 4,160 4,234 +12.3 +1.8
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SUMMARY OF THE DRAFT BIOLOGICAL OPINION

Endangered Species Act, Section 7 Consultation on Steller Sea Lions
by Tim Ragen

PURPOSE AND CONSULTATION HISTORY

Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1534, et. seq., requires that each Federal agency
shall insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species. When the action of a Federal agency may adversely affect a
protected species, that agency is required to consult with either the National Marine Fisheries Service or the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, depending upon the protected species that may be affeef@dtected

species of concern include listed cetaceans, salmon, seabirds, and the Steller sealion.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

This consultation focuses on three fisheries actions and their potential effects on the western population of
Steller sealions. Those actions, and the reasons for consulting are:

° Authorization of an Atka mackerel fishery under the Bering Sea/Aleutian |sland (BSAI) Groundfish
Fishery Management Plan (FMP) between 1999 and 2002. Consultation on this fishery was initiated
because of new information indicating fishery-induced localized depletion of Atka mackerel stocks
that could have a detrimental effect on the foraging of Steller sea lions or other protected species.

° Authorization of awalleye pollock fishery under the BSAI groundfish FMP between 1999 and 2002.
Consultation on this fishery was initiated because of a new scheme for allocation of pollock TAC
to inshore/offshore sectors of the fishery. The implementation of the pollock fishery under this
allocation scheme may also have a detrimental effect on foraging of Steller sea lions or other
protected species.

° Authorization of awalleye pollock fishery under the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish FMP between
1999 and 2002. Consultation on this fishery was initiated because the last completed consultation
expires at the end of 1998, and this fishery may compete with Steller sea lions or other protected
species.

This section of the opinion provides descriptive background information on the BSAI Atka mackerel fishery
and pollock fisheries in the BSAl and GOA. For each species, sub-topics include the distribution and life
history, trends in biomass, overview of the fishery (distribution of effort, methods, catch history, age-size-sex
structure of the stock and the catch, bycatch), fishery management and the setting of harvest parameters
(stock assessment and the stock assessment model, setting the TAC, allowance for other marine predators,
and the action area (the extent of the area over which the fishery may exert either a direct or indirect effect).

For the Atka mackerel fishery, a description is provided on the evidence of localized depletion. For the
pollock fisheries, the inshore/offshore allocations are described. This descriptive information is generally
available in Council documents such as the Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) documents
or various environmental assessments (EA) prepared for management of the fisheries.
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STATUSOF THE SPECIES

The purpose of this section is to describe the status of the Steller sea lion. Seabirds are considered in a
separate biological opinion being conducted by the Fish and Wildlife Service. Salmon are being considered
by the Northwest Regional Office, NMFS. Cetaceans were considered, but are not included further in the
opinion as they were judged not likely to be adversely affected by the fisheries actionsin question.

For Steller sea lions, the description includes the life history information (distribution, annual cycle,
reproduction, survival, agedistribution, foraging patterns[ methods of study, foraging distributions, foraging
depths, prey energetics and nutrition], natural predators and competitors, disease), population dynamics
(biogeography, popul ation statusand trends, popul ation vari ability and stability, popul ation proj ections), and
listed status. Critical habitat is described, with emphasis on the prey resources that comprise the most
important biological features of critical habitat. In essence, the marine areas designated as critical habitat
for the Steller sealion were designated as such largely because they contain the prey resources necessary for
the conservation of the species.

Of these descriptive subtopics, those on Adult and juvenile Steller sealions counted by region
population status and trends, and on
foraging patterns are probably the most 40,000 - -O- -Eastern GOA
important for the purposes of this 35,000 R —&— Central GOA
consultation. With respect to population —o— Western GOA
status and trends, the western population 30,000 1 \ - -e- -Eastern Al
has declined by 80% or more throughout 25,000 -~ —a—Central Al

. — ~
much of its range, and the latest counts | 5 55 oo - ~ —&8— Western Al
indicate that the declining trend | S *. a\

) : ) . 15,000 > N\
continues. Decreased juvenile survival

appears to be a key element of the 10,000 E\ \

decline, athough evidence from the 5.000 gﬁ"*k%
1970s and 1980s also indicates a

decrease in reproductive effort.

0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
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With respect to foraging patterns, the
opinion describes methods for studying Counts by region of adult and juvenile Steller sealionsin the western
Steller sea lions, a summary of their population.

foraging distribution and depths, prey,

and energetics and nutrition. The emerging picture suggests 1) Steller sea lions consume a variety of
demersal and pelagic prey, 2) pollock and Atka mackerel are both important prey items, with varying
importance for sealionsin different areas, 3) sealion foraging patterns vary by size and sex class, 4) their
foraging distributions vary by season, 5) for the animals in the initial studies, the mgjority of their dives
appear to berelatively shallow, 6) their prey requirementslikely vary by season, 7) intraspecific competition
may be limited by dispersal of adult males and femal es during the non-reproductive part of the year and by
wide dispersal of juveniles after weaning, 8) nearshore waters may be particularly important during the
reproductive season when lactating females are limited by the nutritional requirements of their pups, 9) the
transition by young animals from dependence on their mothers to independent feeding may require months
to years, and 10) diversity of prey may be essential to population stability and growth.

ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

The environmental baselineisintended to provide a discussion of how the Steller sealion cameto be at its
current status. The baseline considers factors that are related to human activities and those that are not.
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“Natural” factors include predation, disease, and environmental changes. Human-related factors include
commercial harvesting, subsistence harvesting, fisheries impacts (Federal and State; including incidental take
and intentional take), entanglement in marine debris, toxic substances, disturbance, research activities, and
oil, gas, and mineral development. This section also includes a section on Federal fishery management
actions already implemented.

A variety of factors have influenced the past trends of the western population, and those factors can and have
changed over time. Thatis, no single factor can account for the entire decline. Evidence that one factor was
influential does not rule out the possibility that other factors were also operating. Disease has the potential
to cause a major decline but, to date, the available information does not link the decline to disease, and the
geographically expansive and long-lived nature of the decline is not consistent with the expected expression
of a major disease problem. Inthe 1970s and 1980s, incidental take accounted for the loss of a significant
number of animals, but is no longer a significant problem. Intentional take is a matter of concern but can not
be quantified at this time. Intentional take may still be a problem, although it is not expected to be as high
as suggested for previous years. The commercial harvest of pups must have contributed to the decline of
local populations where the harvests occurred, but does not explain the full long-term decline at those sites
or the decline observed in other areas. Entanglement rates are relatively low for Steller sea lions and are not
thought to be a problem. Increased predation has been suggested as a possible explanation for the decline,
but this suggestion is supported only by very limited anecdotal data. Pollution may reduce reproduction or
survival of sea lions, but the only scientific findings to date pertain to observed levels of various pollutants

in the tissues of sea lions. Harassment has likely occurred in many areas and may have been very disruptive
to sea lion colonies on rookeries or haulouts, thereby leading to redistribution of animals. Nevertheless,
harassment is thought to be less common at present, and the data are not sufficient to demonstrate that
harassment was a significant contributor to the decline. Harassment is also a less likely explanation in the
remote areas of the sea lion range, where declines have been observed (e.g., central and western Aleutian
Islands).

Climatic and oceanographic changes may have contributed significantly to the decline of Steller sea lions.
Such changes could lead to reduced productivitygpart prey populations, changes in community structure

and composition, or changes in availability of prey species (i.e., all contributing to changes in carrying
capacity). Since the late 1980s, considerably more information has become available on atmospheric and
oceanographic changes in the Bering Sea and North Pacific, and this information provides evidence that some
observed changes in community structure were related to changes in physical conditions in these ecosystems.

The hypothesis that lack of available prey may have contributed to the decline is based on studies of animals
collected in the GOA in 1975-1978 and 1985-1986. These studies indicate changes in growth, condition,
reproduction and survival - all findings consistent with nutritional stress. Additional studies also indicate

a decline in juvenile survival. On the basis of this information, coupled with information on extensive
trophic shifts in the BSAI and GOA regions, and the expansion of these fisheries, lack of available prey has
become the leading hypothesis for the decline of the Steller sea lion.

EFFECTSOF THE ACTION

This section provides the analysis on which the conclusion of the opinion is based. The purpose of this
section is to describe the direct, indirect, interdependent, and interrelated effects of the fisheries actions to
determine if those fisheries, as implemented, may jeopardize the continued existence of the Steller sea lion
or adversely modify its critical habitat.

The biological opinion begins by considering factors that are common to all three fisheries. Those factors,

and a brief description of the major points, are as follows.
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Uncertainty and risk

Much of the information in the opinion describes what we don’t know about the problems being evaluated,
as well as what we do know. The point is that the opinion will end with a conclusion based on the best
available scientific and commercial data available, and it is important to recognize the strengths and
weaknesses of that data in helping explain the Steller sea lion situation. There are risks associated with either
conclusion (jeopardy or adverse modification versus no jeopardy or adverse modification). Those risks
include a Type | error in which we might falsely conclude that the fisheries have a greater impact than they
do, and a Type Il error in which we falsely conclude that the fisheries do not have a significant impact when,
in fact, they do. Any consideration of riskssociated with the conclusions of this documéoulkl

reconcile both of these types of errors.

Potential fisheries effects

Fisheries effects on marine mammals are generally split into operational effects (entanglement in gear, gear
destruction, incidental catch or kill, etc.) and biological effects (competition for prey, changes to the size/age
distribution of the target or prey species, changes to ecosystem composition, or disturbance of foraging
patterns). This section of the report focuses on biological effects, as the information available suggests that
operational effects are negligible at the population level.

The primary consideration is whether competition occurs between Steller sea lions and these three fisheries.
We know that the fisheries operate in the areas where sea lions forage (e.g., critical habitat). We know that
fisheries and sea lions consume both pollock and Atka mackerel, and the information in the opinion indicates
that the sizes of pollock taken by sea lions overlaps with the sizes taken by the fishery. We also suspect that
sea lions are limited by lack of available prey (as discussed above).

We are unable to describe in detail the nature and magnitude of the any competition that may occur between
sealions and the fishery (i.e., we are unable to determine if a “link” exists) because we are unable to describe
the predator-prey dynamics of sea lions and Atka mackerel or pollock. Nevertheless, such links may exist.
The opinion discusses two approaches to defining those links, and reasons why those approaches may have
failed. In statistical and research terms, our investigative methods lack the power to detect significant links

if they exist.

Diversity

The issue of diversity is discussed in two contexts. The first is the recent information suggesting that sea
lion trends in 1990-1993 were related to diversity of prey taken. The results suggest that a diversity of prey
is important for sea lions to recover. The second context pertains to the question of whether the pollock
fisheries, in particular, may have played a past role in the trophic shift observed in the BSAI and GOA
regions, or whether it may be a determinant of the future composition of these ecosystems.

Prey quality

Prey quality has become an issue in the Steller sea lion - fisheries debate largely because of the hypothesis
suggested by Alverson (1991) that the shift from an ecosystem with a diversity of forage fishes to one
dominated by pollock has reduced the quality of prey available to sea lions and may explain their decline.
This hypothesis has become known as the “junk food hypothesis,” although Alverson did not use that term.
The implications of prey quality for sea lions are discussed in the context of this opinion and the information
available on their diet.
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Sensitivity to change, resilience, and recovery rate

The potential effects of fisheries on Steller sealion are afunction not only of the fisheries actions, but also
of the characteristics of sealions. In attempting to facilitate the recovery of this species, management must
consider the ability of sealionsto tolerate various kinds of perturbation. Thefactsthat the species hasbeen
decliningfor at | east two decades without explanation and that we are unableto predict their trends even next
year indicates that we do not understand their sensitivity to change. Resilience refers to their ability to
recover when the perturbation has subsided and here, too, we know little about their resilience. Based on
lifehistory information, we can conjecture (with considerabl e confidence) that they arenot likely torecovery
at more than 10% per year, even under the best of conditions. This kind of information is important in
providing a perspective on the nature and longevity of the recovery effort.

The winter season

Thewinter season has been atopic of considerabl e debate on mattersrelated to thelife history of Steller sea
lions. Theissueiswhether the winter season isa period of particular sensitivity to change, particularly in
food availability. Theinformation available arguesin an absolute sense, winter isacritical period, especially
for adult females and young-of-the-year or juveniles. In arelative sense, however, similar arguments could
a so be made that other seasons are also crucial for anumber of reasons. Winter islikely acrucial period,
but food availability is necessary year round.

Adverse modification of critical habitat

The requirements of the Endangered Species Act (and section 7 in particular) are that the consultation
consider not only the potential for an action to jeopardize the continued existence of aspecies, but that it also
consider the potential for the action to destroy or adversely modify the habitat that has been designed as
critical for that species. While these two considerations are not always the same, they are closely related in
the case of potential fisheries interactions with Steller sealions. Reduction in the prey available to food-
limited sealionsthrough fishery removal of that prey constitutes competition, and also diminishesthevalue
of the most important biological feature of critical habitat, itsprey base. That prey base should be sufficient
to support healthy, recovered sealion populations.

Predator-prey dynamics, fishery effects, and links

Much of the uncertainty involvedin thisissueresultsfrom our poor understanding of predator-prey dynamics
and the influence of fishing activities on those dynamics. Our current understanding of sealions and their
prey isprogressing, but still rudimentary. Such uncertainty will likely persist into the near future. Thelack
of information neither proves nor disproves competition between sea lions and fisheries.

Scale and potential fishery effects

Theissue of scaleisfundamental to consideration of potential fisheries effects on sealions. Management

of the fisheries is intended to be conservative with respect to target species and the entire ecosystem.
Nevertheless, fishery management parameters such as the total allowable catch, the overfishing level, and

the overall harvest rate are generally evaluated on a stock-wide basis. Thisis consistent with the so-called
“single-species” approach, and when combined with accurate and reliable stock assessment methods may
be considered a useful approach to the management of the target species. However, additional constraints
are placed on fisheries to take into account the potential for ecosystem effects that may result from excessive
localized depletion or excessive bycatch (particularly of prohibited species). Time-area measures are used
to disperse fishing effort and catch and prevent concentration of detrimental effects in time or space. The
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use of management areas and seasons are examples of time-area measures. Closed areas are also used to
prevent detrimental effects either on the target species in certain parts of its range (e.g., areas closed to
herring fishing) or to prevent detrimental effects on other components of the ecosystem (e.g., protective no-
trawl zones around Steller sea lion rookeries). The purpose of these measures is to scale the potential
detrimental effects of fishing that may be caused by concentrated harvesting to the tolerance of either the
target species or other elements of the ecosystem.

Effects specific to each of the three fisheries

Evauation of each of the three fisheries indicates that they may lead to detrimental effects due to
concentration of effort either in time or space. The Atka mackerel fishery has been concentrated spatially
and temporally with 70% or more of its total catch coming from Steller sea lion critical habitat, and the
maj ority of the catch cominginJanuary to March or April. The Council votedin Juneto dispersethisfishery
by establishing two seasons and reducing the percent of TAC caught in critical habitat to 40% in areas 542
and 543 over the next 4 years.

TheBSAI pollock fishery has become concentrated in timeand space. Since 1990, thefishery hasgonefrom
nearly 10 months per year to about 3 months or lessin recent years. Much of that effort isfocused in the
winter months (Fig. 3). Thefishery has also become concentrated in Steller sealion critical habitat (Figs.
1, 4), which overlaps considerably with the catcher vessel operation area(CVOA; Figs. 5,6). Removal rates
fromthe CVOA during the B season have approached 50% in 1997, and in the four yearswhen harvest rates
could be estimated (1991, 1994, 1996, 1997), those rates in the B season CV OA exceeded overall harvest
rates by at least afactor of 2. Similar rates can not be calcul ated for other yearsor for the A season because
survey information is not available for those years, particularly in the winter or A season. Pollock are
thought to be aggregated for spawning in the late winter, but without survey information, the potential for
concentrated harvesting can not be evaluated.

The GOA pollock fishery is more dispersed in time than the GOA pollock fishery (Fig. 3), but has been
concentrated in Steller sealion critical habitat since the discovery of the pollock spawning aggregation in
Shelikof Strait in the early 1980s (Figs. 2, 4). Since 1982, 50% to 90% of the pollock catch has come from
critical habitat. If the fish stock is distributed such that 50% to 90% of the stock is located within critical
habitat, then such harvesting may not be concentrated relative to the stock distribution, and may therefore
be less likely to have detrimental ecosystem effects. In the GOA, harvest rates in most areas can not be
calculated as the survey information is not available to determine the distribution of stock biomass.

CONCLUSION

The information and analyses in the biological opinion are required to determine if the fisheries, as
implemented, are reasonably likely to either jeopardize the continued existence of the western population
of Steller sealion or destroy or adversely modify its critical habitat. The Regional Administrator for the
Alaska Region will make his recommendation to the Chief of the Office of Protected Resources, who is
responsible for the final decision. The decision is not final until signed by the Chief of the Office of
Protected Resources. The opinion is expected to be signed on or before December 16, 1998.
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Figure 1. Catch of walleye pollock (mmt) in the eastern and central Bering Sea.and Aleutian
Islands from 1964 to 1997. Catch of pollock is shown in the following regions: (1) the Donut
Hole, or international waters outside of the US EEZ in the central Bering Sea; (2) Bogosl of
Island areain the US EEZ, a spawning area for the Donut Hole stock; (3) Aleutian Island area
west of 170° W longitude and south of 55°N latitude in the US EEZ; (4) eastern Bering Sea
(EBS) shelf, and (5) Steller sealion critical habitat within the Bering Sea/Aleutian Island
region. Regions 2-4 above sum to the total BSAI pollock catch within the US EEZ, while the
catch within critical habitat is a portion of thistotal.
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Figure 2. Catch of walleye pollock (mt) in the GOA and in GOA Steller sealion critical
habitat from 1964 to 1997.
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Figure 3. Quarterly distribution of pollock catch in the eastern Bering seaand Aleutian Islands (A) and
the GOA (B) from 1963 to 1997.

Ecochapt.99 57 November 1998



900,000 250,000
C. Tons of Pollock Caught
800,000 1+ A. Tons of Pollock Caught — i . g
‘ in BSAI Critical Habitat in GOA Critical Habitat
200,000 in ritical Habita 200,000
600,000
150,000
» 500,000 P
5 5
F 400,000 - =
I 100,000
300,000 - I I I
200,000 - I I I I 50,000
100,000 - I I I I
0 1 0 T T T T L T T T T T \-\-\
64 66 68 70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 64 66 68 70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96
Year Year
70 100
B. Percent of Annual BSAI Pollock Catch oo | D- Percent of Annual GOA
60 1 Caught in Critical Habitat - Pollock Catch
80 1 Caught in Critical Habitat
50 70
£ 40 g 60
[)]
o g 50
()]
a 30 . 40
20 - 30
20
10
10 I
0 - 0 *IT.T.T.TlT-'v—r-'v—r.T-T.T-T.T.T o
64 66 68 70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 64 66 68 70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96
Year Year
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OCEANOGRAPHIC CHANGESIN 1997/98
by Jane DiCosimo

The 1997 Ecosystems chapter contained adescription of oceanographic effectson North Pacific groundfish,
including EI Nino, the southern oscillation, and the Sitkagyre. A review of oceanographic and climate data
fromthe North Pacific and Bering Seaby Hollowed et a (1998) reveal ed eventsthat occur on threeprincipal

time scales: (a) 1-5 years (El Nino Southern Oscillation and interannual variation), (b) 6-12 years (decadal

scalevariability), and (c) 30 years (Pacific decadal oscillation, PDO). This section will update information
on the 1998 El Nino event, La Nina, and the 1998 coccolithophore bloom in the Bering Sea.

1998 El Nino Southern Oscillation

Asdescribed on the NOAA web site (http://www.elnino.noaa.gov) El Nifio (EN) is characterized by a large
scale weakening of the trade winds and warming of the surface layers in the eastern and central equatorial
Pacific Ocean. El Nifio events occur irregularly at intervals of 2-7 years, although the average is about once
every 3-4 years. They typically last 12-18 months, and are accompanied by swings in the Southern
Oscillation (SO), an interannual see-saw in tropical sea level pressure between the eastern and western
hemispheres. During El Nifio, unusually high atmospheric sea level pressures develop in the western tropical
Pacific and Indian Ocean regions, and unusually low sea level pressures develop in the southeastern tropical
Pacific. SO tendencies for unusually low pressures west of the date line and high pressures east of the date
line have also been linked to periods of anomalously cold equatorial Pacific sea surface temperatures (SSTs)
sometimes referred to as La Nifa.

Surface waters of the Gulf of Alaska have been warming over the last few decades, with the warmest
temperatures recorded in 1994 (Whitney et al. 1998a). Temperatures off British Columbia in the summer
of 1997 were warmer than previous temperature maxima by 1° C. A thinning of the mixed layer has been
accompanied by a reduction in the nutrient supply, abnormally low chlorophyll layers, and substantial
reduction in primary production in late summer (Wheeler and Hill 1998; Whitney et al. 1998b). This
reduction has substantial potential to impact fish stocks.

There is evidence of reversals in the

prevailing polarity of the oscillation

occurring around 1925, 1947, and 197r;

the last two reversals correspond viggh 4

dramatic shifts in salmon productidn

regimes in the North Pacific Ocean. é 5
P

This climate pattern also affects coagtal +
sea and continental surface @r

temperatures, as well as streamflowjn ’\)
major west coast river systems, friggn [

o

l

Alaska to California (Mantua et al. 1998. .o w
Pacific salmon catches in Alaska hgve
varied inversely with catches from tie
United States West Coast during the §5t4 B

70 years (Hare et al. in press). The spatial |

and temporal CharaCterIStICS Of thls_ RN N N AN NN
“inverse” catch/production pattern are ™ 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
related to climate forcing associated with
the Pacific Decadal Oscillation. From Year

Figure 1.
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1977 to the early 1990s, ocean conditions have
generally favored Alaska stocks and disfavored 1 Western Alaska Sockeye
West Coast stocks. Unfavorable ocean
conditions are likely confounding recent

o
(=3

I
o

[
(=
|

catch (millions)

management effortsfocused onincreasingWest  § % ',,:,.\ . /\ /\ A

Coast Pacific salmon production. Recovery of LA AT '”4‘\ A_AL /\, /\//\\/\V
at-risk (threatened and endangered) stocks may 0 A R v LN —
await the next reversal of the Pacific Decadal 1925 1935 1945 1955 1965 1O75 1685

Oscillation. 25
20 4

Central Alaska sockeye
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A very close linkage has been established €50t
between changes in oceanic conditions driven 47 . :
by AleutianLow variability and Alaskansalmon ~ §°% F-i
production (Hare and Francis 1992, Beamish  $20 T3
and Bouillon 1993, Francisand Hare 1994, Hare T
and Francis 1995, Hare 1996). The historical 2~ " &~ ~ o T
variability in catches of the major Alaskan

salmon stocks and the proposed regime changes .l Southeast Alaska Pink
in production levelsisillustrated in Figure 2. 4 50

Analysisof return-per-spawner dataisneededto ;;2 I o

determine whether this climate-salmon  § 01 . . JiAldH A
relationship continues to hold. Additionally, £~ Mt AR N L
significant changesin ocean conditionsoccurred oy

in the North Pacific and Bering Seaiin 1997/98 125 93 s 1955 1965 1075 185

that may have had profound effects on the ;05 Time history of catches (dashed line), intervention
marine ecosystem. Not only was there a very o fits (thin solid line), and estimated interventions (thick
strong equatorial El Nifio, but light winds, low gid lines) for the four major Alaska regional salmon stocks.
nutrients, and high solar radiation led to therom Francis and Hare (1995).

first-recorded bloom of coccolithophores in the

Bering Sea in summer 1997 and a second bloom

in spring 1998 (Kruse 1998). Brodeur et al. (1998) reported that a possible regime change occurred
beginning around 1990 resulting in a ten-fold increase in median biomass of large medusae (jellyfish) in the
eastern Bering Sea. Kruse (1998) reported a number of anomalous sightings: Pacific white-sided dolphins
(Lagenorhyncus obliquidens) were seen between Southeast Alaska and the northern GOA; an albacore
(Thunnus alalunga) fishery developed off Kodiak Island; the offshore walleye polloTkeragra
chaclogramma) fishery shifted its fleet 1.5 times farther north in the Bering Sea; northern anchovies
(Engraulismordax) were reported in the stomachs of salmon caught off Yakutat; a yellowfirfiwnan(s
albacares) and several sunfisiMpla mola) were seen in the northern Gulf. Kruse (1998) also reported a
number of first time records also occurred: Pacific her@hggea pallasi) spawned earlier than every before

in Sitka Sound and a coccolithophoEariliania huxleyi) bloom occurred in the eastern Bering Sea.
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As described in Francis et a. (unpubl.), _ Proportion of Strong or Weak Recruitment
between 1950 and 1984, Hollowed and
Wooster (1992, 1995) were ableto show &.Ta - -

alinkage between the timing of cool and i

warm eras and years of simultaneous

strong year classes in 15 groundfish o.as}

stocks ranging from California to the " I
Bering Sea (1961, 1970, 1977 and 1984)

(Figure 3). Each of these years occurred -a.zé l
during a warm era when Type B j |

circulation prevailed and three of thefour b

years were associated with El Nifo.rs

events. Hollowed and Wooster (1995) LA

suggest that the relationships between so ez a4 56 &5 &o aa-uu Fi = g o g,
climate forcing and marine biological Year Class

response at higher trophic levels are nohgureS

as clear as those at lower trophic levels.
They speculate that ocean conditions associated with warm temperature may be a necessary but not sufficient
condition for strong year classes in NE Pacific marine fishes. And in that strong year classes tend to occur
infrequently, their findings suggest that in iteroparous species with moderate life spans, changes in stock
abundance associated with decadal-scale climate variability may be associated with the “storage effect” of
a few exceptionally strong year classes (Chesson 1984).

La Nifa

LaNifia is defined as cooler than normal sea-surface temperatures in the tropical Pacific ocean that impact
global weather patterns. La Nifia conditions may persist for as long as two years. El Nifio and La Nifia are
extreme phases of a naturally occurring climate cycle referred to as El Nifio/Southern Oscillation. Both terms
refer to large-scale changes in sea-surface temperature across the eastern tropical Pacific. Usually,
sea-surface readings off South America's west coast range from the 60s to 70s F, while they exceed 80
degrees F in the “warm pool” located in the central and western Pacific. This warm pool expands to cover
the tropics during El Nifio, but during La Nifia, the easterly trade winds strengthen and cold upwelling along
the equator and the West coast of South America intensifies. Sea-surface temperatures along the equator can
fall as much as 7 degrees F below normal.

El Nifio and La Nifia result from interaction between the surface ofcis@&nocand the atmosphere in the

tropical Pacific. Changes in the ocean impact the atmosphere and climate patterns around the globe. In turn,
changes in the atmosphere impact the ocean temperatures and currents. The system oscillates between warm
(EI'Nifio) to neutral (or cold La Nifia) conditions with an on average every 3-4 years. Both El Nifio and La
Nifia impact global and U.S. climate patterns. In many locations, especially in the tropics, La Nifia (or cold
episodes) produces the opposite climate variations from El Nifio. For instance, parts of Australia and
Indonesia are prone to drought during El Nifio, but are typically wetter than normal during La Nifia.

The latest NOAA ocean-atmosphere model (July 1998) indicate strengthening cold episode conditions in the
tropical Pacific during the remainder of 1998. Other statistical and coupled-model forecasts indicate a similar
evolution. The consistency among the available predictions together with the evolution of oceanic and
atmospheric conditions since early May indicate that a cold episode is developing and will likely continue
through the northern 1998-99 winter. The current forecasts indicate that the 1998/99 La Nina will be a
moderate to strong episode. Greater than normal precipitation is predicted for the Pacific Northwest
throughout the fall and into the winter months
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The Southern Oscillation Index (SOI), defined as the normalized difference in surface pressure between

Tahiti, French Polynesiaand Darwin, Australiais ameasure of the strength of the trade winds, which have
acomponent of flow from regions of high tolow pressure. High SOI (large pressure difference) isassociated

with stronger than normal trade winds and La Nifia conditions, and low SOI (smaller pressure difference)
is associated with weaker than normal trade winds and El Nifio conditions. The terms ENSO and ENSO cycle
are used to describe the full range of variability observed in the Southern Oscillation Index, including both
El Nifio and La Nifia events.

There has been a confusing range of uses for the terms El Nifio, La Nifia and ENSO by both the scientific
community and the general public. Originally, the term El Nifio (in reference to the Christ child) denoted a
warm southward flowing ocean current that occurred every year around Christmas time off the west coast
of Peru and Ecuador. The term was later restricted to unusually strong warmings that disrupted local fish and
bird populations every few years. However, as a result of the frequent association of South American coastal
temperature anomalies with interannual basin scale equatorial warm events, El Nifio has also become
synonymous with larger scale, climatically significant, warm events. There is not, however, unanimity in the
use of the term El Nifio. The tendency in the scientific community though is to refer interchangeably to El
Nifio, ENSO warm event, or the warm phase of ENSO as those times of warm eastern and central equatorial
Pacific SST anomalies. Conversely, the terms La Nifia, ENSO cold event, or cold phase of ENSO are used
interchangeably to describe those times of cold eastern and central equatorial Pacific SST anomalies. The
terms “El Viejo” and “anti-EI Nifio” have also been applied to the cold phase of ENSO. However, these terms
are used less frequently, as the term La Nifia has gained currency.

In the late 1970s, a regime shift occurred in the climate of the North Pacific causing many shifts, including
a 5% reduction in the ice cover in the eastern Bering Sea and shifts in the position of the Aleutian low. Since
the regime shift (1978-95), increases in ice are now associated with El Nino events compared with increases
in ice during and following La Nina events before the shift. Before the regime shift, the occurrence of El
Nino and La Nina conditions was about even. Since then, El Nino conditions are about three times more
prevalent (Niebauer 1998c).

The 1997/98 EIl Nifio event catapulted in status to become one of the strongest events on record. El Nino
began at the equator in April 1997 and ended by late April 1998. During the winter of 1997/98, the Aleutian
low was more intense and eastward of normal in teleconnection with the Southern Oscillation. In November
1997 and March 1998, the Aleutian low was directly over the Bering Sea causing strongly below normal ice
conditions in November and slightly below normal ice conditions in March and April. From December to
January, however, the low moved so far to the east that winds over the Bering Sea were from the northeast
resulting in above normal ice conditions as well as colder than normal air and sea temperatures under
abnormally cool winds (Niebauer 1998a). The largest temperature anomaly in the GOA (more than 3
standard deviations above the norm) peaked in February 1998, with the first warming occurring in January
1998, but had subsided to below normal by May 1998 (Royer and Weingartner 1998).

Coccolithophore bloom and its effects on other living marine resour ces

The following is a summary by Vance et al. (1998) of the coccolithophore bloom that covered most of the
continental shelf of the eastern Bering Sea for months during 1997 and 1998. The bloom turned the water
an aquamarine color due to light reflecting off the calcium carbonate plates of the flagellated
coccolithophores. This depleted light penetration in the water column, and consequently reduced primary
production by diatoms and other phytoplankton. The change in primary producers may have altered the
trophic dynamics throughout the food web. Prior to and during the bloom, anomalous atmospheric and
oceanic conditions were evident. In July 1997, large whales were relatively abundant in the region of the
middle shelf where the bloom occurred. Concomitant with the coccolithophore bloom were die-offs of
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seabirds and a decrease in the number of salmon returning to Bristol Bay. Reports of die-offs of seabirds
began in early August.

A sequence of unusual phenomenaoccurredin the coupled atmosphere-ice-ocean systemin 1997 which may

have favored rapid growth of the coccolithophores. Winter sea-ice conditions exhibited average areal and

latitudinal extent but meltback appeared to be unusually rapid. In spring and summer, there were reduced

numbers of energetic storms and anomalously cloud free conditions. One consequence was that greater
stratification than usual occurred over the shelf. Sea surface temperatures were up to 3° C above normal in
June. The decrease in storms and clouds resulted from atmospheric connections to the current El Nino
occurring in the equatorial Pacific. The warm waters were not due to a direct oceanic connection to the
ongoing EI Nino.

The first observation of the bloom occurred in early July, when the normal summer phytoplankton
community had probably been replaced by coccolithophores. Characteristic of these blooms are surface
waters that have high reflectance, and low chlorophyll and particulate organic carbon concentrations. Light
penetration and visibility in the aguamarine waters were markedly reduced. By September, the areal extent
of the bloom was 700 x 300 km. The vertical extent of the bloom, based on underwater video observations
made in September, varied from a thin layer to a layer up to 50 m deep. In some areas near shore the layer
extended to the seafloor. At that time the bloom had been evident for two months which is longer than most
recorded blooms.

The conditions near the inner front off Cape Newenham provide an example of the abnormal conditions. In
June, nitrogenous nutrients were depleted from the bottom layer of the middle shelf, and the inner front was
not well developed. Short-tailed shearwatBrgf{nnustenuirostris), however, were eating their normal diet

of adult euphausiids and had normal body weights. In mid-July, densities of seabirds were lower in the
eastern edge of the aquamarine waters of outer Bristol Bay. In general, however, the condition and behavior
of pelagic seabirds were normal during July. Large feeding flocks of short-tailed shearwaters were observed
on the middle shelf. By the first week of August, coastal die-offs of birds were reported. During the late
summer and early fall, a major die-off occurred with thousands of dead birds washing ashore. In the fall,
observations near the Pribilof Islands and off Nunivak Island substantiated the reports. Corpses of birds were
conspicuous in areas affected by the bloom.

Both dead and living shearwaters had significantly reduced body mass compared to birds collected in June,
indicating starvation. In addition to the typical diet for shearwaters of euphausiids in Bristol Bay, fish and
squid were being ingested. Those birds ingesting euphausiids were preying upon the smaller juvenile stages.
Also, foraging shearwaters appeared to avoid areas with aguamarine water (both around the inner fronts and
at the Pribilof Islands), where they may have had difficulty in detecting and capturing prey under the existing
low underwater light conditions. Given the observations to date, starvation appears to be the prime cause of
the shearwater die-off.

Other changes were evident in the ecosystem. The Bristol Bay salmon run was at least 15 million fish below
predictions. Evidence from a test fishery at Port Moller suggests that the fish were dying on their way to
Bristol Bay. Salmon were found to be more common in the diets of the northern fur seal that in previous
years. Redistributions of some species of whales in the southeast Bering Sea may have occurred, but there
are few large-scale synoptic surveys of cetaceans available for comparison during the past 20 years. During
July, five species of large whales - humpback whalegéptera novaeangliae), fin whales Balaenoptera

physalus), sei whalesE. borealis), minke whalesE. acutorostrata), and right whalesHubalaena glacialis)

and harbor porpoise®liocoena phocoena) were observed either in or near the coccolithophore bloom on

the middle shelf (Tynan 1998). This suggests that the bloom and adjacent waters provided productive
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foraging for cetaceans and their prey. Comparison of thisyear with more normal yearsin the futurewill be
needed to confirm the changes in feeding behavior.
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ANECDOTAL INFORMATION FROM 1998
by lvan Vining

This year there were some warm water species in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA), along with some other stray
fish, marine mammals and birds. Two Pacific barracuda (Sohyraena argentea) were caught in the Valdez
Arm of PWS in the beginning of July by a pink salmon purse seine, F/V_Western Seg, fished by James
Barclay. Similarly, in Old Harbor on Kodiak Island afisherman caught a Pacific barracudain July. Finally,
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near Haines, somefishermen caught Pacific barracuda. Ocean sunfish (Molamola) were seenin mid-August
in Resurrection Bay (near Seward). Several of these large fish were also spotted near Ketchikan. Many
(thousands of pounds) chub mackerel (Scomber japoni cus) were al so caught near Ketchikan in late July thru
early September. These mackerel were also caught near Haines by Bill Thomas alocal driftnet fisherman.
Both the ocean sunfish and chub mackerel may not be that uncommon in southeast Alaska (Hart 1973),
however the quantities documented were considered unusual. Similarly, Pacific sleeper sharks (Somniosus
pacificus) were caught (and released) in central Cook Inlet in higher than normal levels during the halibut
fishery in June and July (Scott Meyer, Fishery Biologist, ADF&G, Homer, AK, personal communication).
While salmon sharks (Lamna ditropis) were caught in fairly large numbers off Afognak Island during the
early portion of the salmon season (Kevin Brennan, Fishery Biologist, ADF&G, Kodiak, AK, personal
communication).

Theincidence of spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias) in ADF&G’s coastal surveys dramatically increased in

the Kodiak area and Prince William Sound in 1998 (Bill Bechtol and Dave Jackson, ADF&G, personal
communication). Frequency of occurrence in trawl survey hauls increased from around 2% of the tows in
the early-1980s to around 15% in the late-1980 and 1990s. In 1998, occurrence in tows increased to more
than 40%. In the Prince William Sound longline surveys, all shark species combined comprised 4% of the
aggregate relative population number with a mean catch rate of 0.29 sharks per skate for 510 skates. In
contrast, preliminary data for 1998 indicated an increase to 3.4 spiny dodfish fish per skate for 570 skates,
totaling 34% of all fish caught. An increase in spiny dogfish has also been observed in the IPHC's GOA
halibut longline surveys (Lee Hulbert, NMFS personal communication)

Some individual species were seen in some uncommon times and/or places, though the individual species
may be fairly common in or around the GOA. A Pacific white-sided doljlagetior hynchus obliquidens)

was seen in a cove near Haines from May to August on a regular basis. Though Pacific white-sided dolphins
occur in this area, they are rarely seen alone and inland for so long (W§@2e Another significant

sighting was a Northern right whalEupal aena glacialis), which was spotted off Kodiak Island during a

small cetacean survey by the NMML. Though the location of the sighting is well within the historic range

of the right whale, this is the first photographed specimen in the GOA in many years (Waite 1998).

As for birds in the GOA, there were some note worthy occurrences and events. A gray-tailed tattler
(Heteroscelus brevipes) was spotted, by Andrew Vatter, flying overhead, then landing on the R/V Defiant

off Kodiak. The vessel was performing halibut research, just south of the Kenai Peninsula when the bird was
spotted. A gray-tailed tattler would be an unusual find in this area. A similar species, the wandering tattler
(Heteroscelusincanus), is much more common in the area (Vivan Mendenhall, Migratory Bird Management,
USFWS, Anchorage, AK, personal communication). During another portion of the halibut research project,
a mallard Anas platyrhynchos) was seen flying then landing near the research vessel, R/V Bold Pursuit
Mallards are very common in Alaska, however what made this observation unusual was the vessel was
several miles offshore (320’ N by 140 59’ W) when the mallard landed near the vessel. Lastly, common
murre Uriaaalge) die-offs were reported in Cook Inlet, Kodiak, east Aleutians, Seward, and the Bering Sea.

There were only a few unusual occurrences in the Bering Sea and near the Aleutian Islands this year. One
of the more publicized occurrences was 3 northern elephant@adar{ga angustirostris) spotted near and

around Unalaska during late June and early July. Elephant seals are known to forage offshore of the eastern
Aleutian Islands, but usually not during this time of year and generally further offshore (Reeves et.al. 1992).
Another massive bloom of coccolithophore occurred in the Bering Sea this year and was more extensive than
the bloom in 1997 (Kruse 1998). This bloom ranged from outer Bristol Bay to the Bering Strait. Itis unclear
whether the bloom was associated with the murre die-off. In 1997, the coccolithophore bloom was
considered the main cause of the massive seabird die-off. As in 1997, Pacific white-sided dolphins and
Northern right whales were sighted this year in the Bering Sea (Crab Plan Team, 1998).
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There was another poor return to Bristol Bay of sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka). This marks the
second year that the Bristol Bay sockeye salmon return was extremely low. Governor Tony Knowles had
the area declared as an economic disaster area, due to these poor returns. As well as the sockeye salmon
return, the chinook salmon (Oncor hynchus tshawytscha) returnsto the Y ukon and Kuskokwim Riverswere
very low.

Both the GOA and Bering Sea had warmer than usual temperatures, though not as great aswas observed in
1997. Inthe Bering Sea, 2° C higher temperatures were documented, while in the GOA some deep ocean
temperatures were 1.5° to 2° C greater than usual (Kruse 1998).

Thisis probably not the limit of unusual occurrences, events or circumstances. However thisis the extent
of information which was sent or could be specifically located. In the future, more reports from the fishing
fleet, aswell as other government agencies would be welcomed.
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REQUEST FOR REPORTSFROM FISHERMEN & COASTAL COMMUNITIES
OF UNUSUAL OCCURRENCES, SIGNIFICANT CHANGESAND ANY OTHER
ITEMSOF INTEREST SEEN DURING THE FISHING YEAR - 1999

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council requests the help of fishing organizations and companies

to encourage fishermen to describe any unusual occurrences, changes in the oceans or stocks during the
fishing year.

Unusual occurrences often precede changes in stock distribution, stock abundances, and/or regime shirts.
Fishermen are in the best position to see and eval uate these changes. Write down what you noticed, where

you noticed and when you noticed it. Your observations will become a permanent record in the Council’s
annual December Ecosystem Report and you will receive your own copy.

OBSERVATION

VESSEL NAME: DATE:
AREA: REPORTED BY:

OBSERVATION

VESSEL NAME: DATE:
AREA: REPORTED BY:

Mail this form to the North Pacific Fishery Managememuf@cil, 605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306,
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 or fax to 907-271-2817. Please feel free to submit photos illustrating your
observations.

SEND MY COPY OF THE NPFMC’S DECEMBER ECOSYSTEM REPORT TO
NAME: ADDRESS:
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Types of Ecosystem Observations Requested

Gear Changes
How and why was the gear changed?

What effect did it have?
How many people did it?

Groundfish Species Composition and Distribution
Major difference in bycatch ratios.
Unusual absence or presence of a speciesin an area.

Groundfish Behavior or Physical Conditions
Location by depth.
Migration patterns (moving more quickly, traveling deeper).
Feeding on animals not normally considered prey or low importance prey species.
Unusual feeding or schooling behavior.
Unusual physical characteristics (long and skinny, etc.).
Parasite changes (more, less or new).
Unusual stomach contents

Oceanic and Atmospheric Conditions
Major differences in seawater temperature, color or clarity, current strength or direction.
Major differencesin wind patterns, air temperature, cloud cover, or storm occurrences.
Pack ice location or thickness, or time arriving or breaking up (freeze up or break up).

Other Fisheries
Salmon and herring changes in return size, timing or size/sex distributions.
Shellfish changes in size/sex distributions, physical location or catches.
Forage/bait fish changes in schooling, numbers locations or timing.

Marine Mammals and Birds
Unusual changes in numbers (including absence and presence) or behavior.
Unusua concentrations or die-offs.

Terrestrial Influences
Land-mammal or birds absence or presence
Land-mammal or birds concentrations or die-offs.

Unusual vegetation or amounts, or changes in seasonal elements (e.g. pollen and run-off).

Other Unusual or Unexpected Occurrences
Rare or exotic species
Qil spills or ship wrecks
Seismic activity (volcano eruption, earthquake)
Excessive or unusual debris (hundreds of toy animals)
Unusual vessel or aircraft traffic, timing or amount
Any other observations or concerns about the fishery or marine environment.
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